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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Rugeley Town Council regrets that a building serving the people of Rugeley as a 
landmark, such as Eaton Lodge could be removed and they would like to have a spot 
listing order imposed on it, to prevent its removal. The beautiful building has 
character and local historical value as there are no other buildings like it in the area. 
 
They recommend refusal and would like to make the following comments: 
 

1. The access to the site will feed onto an already busy road and roundabout. 
The number of vehicles using Wolseley Road has already increased due to 
two recent developments; 

2. The application states that the development will link to the existing pipe 
works, but these are already at full stretch and have the existing housing 
and two new estates to support; 

3. Local residents would be affected by loss of privacy, daylight and sunlight; 
4. The over-development of the site will cause further problems for the town, 

as existing essential amenities such as doctors, schools and leisure centres 
are already at full capacity; 

5. The destruction of long established trees, some of which have Tree 
Preservation Orders attached and some that are rare, is unacceptable. The 
proposed development would remove some of the gardens, leased by local 
residents; 

6. There would be a disastrous reduction in the number of wildlife currently 
inhabiting the woodland and gardens – bats, foxes, sparrow hawks, 
hedgehogs, barn owls and tawny owls all live within the Eaton Lodge 
environment. The Wildlife Trust has expressed an interest in the area; 

7. The increased traffic could have a dangerous effect on children crossing 
the road to Chancel School; 

8. The removal of Eaton Lodge will change the street scene from a spacious, 
tree lined area housing one stately home, to a compact housing estate, and 

9. Attention should be drawn to Planning Obligations (Section 106). 
 
Members would also like to know what is planned for the area between 7,8, 9 and 10 
Orchard Close and 94, 96, 98 and 100 Wolseley Road as there are currently trees in 
that area with TPO’s yet nothing is shown on the drawing? 
 
The Department for Culture, Media and Sport has confirmed that after an assessment, 
the building will not be added to the statutory list of historic buildings. 
 
Staffordshire County Council Highways are assessing the proposed access alterations 
to the originally submitted scheme that have been required as part of the proposals to 
serve both the revised public house siting arrangements and the residential 
development and members will be updated verbally at the meeting.  
 
Staffordshire County Council raises no archaeological objections to the proposals. 
 
Staffordshire County Council Development Services Directorate has no objections to 
the proposals. 
 



CH/05/0127 

Staffordshire Police Liaison Officer wishes to have a working role in respect of the 
development of the building to ensure that security arrangements can be safeguarded. 
 
Severn Trent Water has no objections subject to conditions. 
 
The Environment Agency has no objections subject to conditions. 
 
Staffordshire Wildlife Trust has no objections subject to the timing and nature of the 
work and subject to conditions in respect of barn owl and bat surveys and nesting bird 
arrangements. 
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
The Environmental Health Officer has no adverse comments to make subject to 
conditions. 
 
The Economic Development Section has no objections to the proposals. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and a site notice posted. The proposal has generated a total 
of 11 individual letters of objection. The grounds of objection are as follows: 
 

1. There is a public right of way on the site – where is it being retained? 
2. What is the use of the land to the rear of 75-81 Old Eaton Road which is 

too narrow for a vehicular access; 
3. Loss of mature trees; 
4. The boundary wall to the side of No. 102 Wolseley Road needs to be 

retained – there is confusion about whether or not this is the case; 
5. Loss of woodland and amenity land; 
6. Effect on drainage system; 
7. Loss of historic building; 
8. The impact of the proposed housing on local services; 
9. Loss of impact; 
10. Increased traffic in the area; 
11. Loss of privacy and amenity to local residents, and 
12. Loss of house values. 

 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/87/666 – Dining Room extension. Approved 16.12.87 (Committee). 
CH/95/0513 – Children’s Play Area – Approved 10.1.95 (Committee). 
CH/98/0191 – Hotel Lodge extension. Approved 16.9.98 (Committee). 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 This application seeks full permission for the erection of a new Public  

House on the site of Eaton Lodge, Wolseley Road, Rugeley. The proposal will 
involve the demolition of the existing Eaton Lodge Public House building and 
a separate planning application for the demolition of the Public House and the 
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principle of residential development also on this agenda( CH/04/0860) is to be 
considered in conjunction with this application.  

 
1.2 The proposed Public House will comprise a mixture of single and two storey 

pitched roof elements comprising a square building with 873 sqm of new 
floorspace and will be located to the Wolseley Road frontage on an area of 
land currently used as part of the car park area for the existing Public House. 
The new Public House will have a total of 39no. car parking spaces with 3no. 
disabled spaces and an access of the new access road to serve both this site and 
the proposed residential site adjoining.  

 
1.3 In policy terms, the site is not allocated for a particular use in the Local Plan.  

It is considered that the use of this land for the replacement Public House use 
would be an appropriate use and given its location on the Wolseley Road 
frontage away from adjoining residential properties would not have an adverse 
impact on the character and appearance of the area or the amenities of those 
adjoining residential properties.  

 
1.4 Both this application site and the adjoining residential site contain a number of  

mature trees covered by Tree Preservation Orders. Given the amount of 
vegetation on site, your officers have been involved in lengthy negotiations 
with the applicants and their representatives in order to ensure that an accurate 
tree and vegetation survey has been undertaken to ensure that the main trees 
and areas of important vegetation are retained and that adequate tree protection 
measures are in place. The new building has then been incorporated into the 
landscape setting. 

 
1.5 Some minor amendments to the submitted details are currently being revised 

by the applicants’ landscape representative and members will be updated 
verbally at the meeting.  

 
1.6       In highway terms, a Traffic Audit has been submitted and accepted by the  

County Highway Engineer. The proposed access to serve the site has been 
slightly relocated from its existing location in order to accommodate the 
changes that have been negotiated as part of the replacement public house 
application. 

 
1.7       In terms of traffic flows, the existing Public House and function room   

(accommodating 200 people) is to be replaced by a smaller Public House and 
residential development. Whilst a number of residents have expressed 
concerns about a potential increase in traffic generation and the effect on the 
adjoining highway network, it is considered that if anything, the levels of 
traffic generation will be reduced as a result of both the proposed 
developments  

 
1.8       A number of residents have raised the issue of the loss of any existing public  

right of way across the site. Council records indicate that there is no 
designated right of way affected by the development proposal.  

 
1.9 HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 
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The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her own property as 
specified in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues 
arising have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan policy and are proportionate.  

 
1.10     CONCLUSIONS
 

The design and appearance of the replacement public house is acceptable and 
will not detract from the character and appearance of the area.  

 
The siting of the new building has been amended since its original submission 
to integrate it more into the existing landscape setting. The proposed car 
parking arrangements are acceptable and in compliance with the 
Supplementary Planning Document on car parking standards.  
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
Staffordshire County Highways - No objection subject to conditions. 
Severn Trent Water - No objection subject to condition. 
Hednesford Town Council - No objection to amended scheme. 
Staffordshire Police - A good design and layout from a 

security viewpoint. 
Staffordshire County – Development 
Services 

- No strategic implications 

 
INTERNAL COMMENTS:- 
 
Environmental Health Advice  - No adverse comments subject to site 

investigation for landfill gas. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notice posted and adjacent occupiers notified.  A petition of objection with 19 
signatures was received in response to the scheme as originally submitted, together 
with 2 letters of objection from occupiers of bungalows on the opposite side of the 
road, one of whom has restated his objections in response to the amended scheme.  
Grounds of objection:- 
 

• Height of skyline 
• Invasion of privacy 
• Access onto Belt Road 
• Traffic on Belt Road 
• Adjacent to bus stops and speed bumps 
• Adjacent flats on Belt Road only 2 storey, 2 storey here would be more in 

character with area. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/88/528 – detached dwelling and garage – approved 17/8/88 Cttee. 
CH/93/0417 – O/L residential development – approved 27/10/93 Cttee. 
CH/00/0347 - O/L residential development – approved 22/9/00 Cttee. 
CH/03/0700 - O/L residential development – approved 21/10/03 Cttee. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application seeks full consent for a block of 9 x 2 bed flats being 2 storey 

in appearance but also containing accommodation in the roof space.  13 
parking spaces are proposed at the rear accessed from Belt Road via an 
archway.  The second floor flats would be wholly within the roofspace using 
roof lights.  The application is Waterloo Housing Association. 

 
1.2 This is a vacant, level site in a residential area with hedgerow trees along the 

rear boundary.  Adjacent to the south-east along Belt Road is a 2 storey flats 
development operated by Waterloo Housing Association, which rises to 3 
storey at the corner of Platt Street.  To the north-west along Belt Road are 
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modern 2 storey houses, and opposite are modern bungalows, some with 
dormer windows in the roof. 

 
1.3 The proposals have been amended to reduce their overall height, reduce the 

number of flats and provide a better layout and orientation of windows.  Rear 
hedging would be protected and supplemented by new planting to front and 
rear.  The proposed buildings would fit within the streetscene, standing only 
slightly higher than the adjacent 2 storey development.  Spatial separation 
distances are exceeded, and providing the design and height of the front 
rooflights are controlled by condition then overlooking would not be caused to 
the bungalows opposite.  Traffic on Belt Road is already calmed by speed 
humps, and visibility from the access is considered acceptable in highway 
safety terms.  Parking provision falls 1 space short of normal standards, 
however, the site is on a bus route and overflow parking is not considered 
likely as a result of Housing Association occupancy. 

 
1.4 Notwithstanding the amendments neighbours opposite still raise concerns 

about the proposal. 
 
1.5 Human Rights Act Implications 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Articles 8 and 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising have been 
considered in detail in the report and are considered proportionate. 

 
1.6 Conclusion 
 

Approval is recommended. 
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INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Environmental Health – No objections 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified –  One letter of objection received regarding the unit being  

new build rather than existing and the previous building 
having flat rather than pitched roof. In addition, the 
objector states that the boundaries of the curtilage are 
incorrectly shown on the submitted plans. 

 
HISTORY 
 
CH/92/0035 – Residential development (outline) and means of access, refused  

11/03/1992.  
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for the change of use of an existing out-

building/annex to (C2) residential on land to the rear/side of 17 Cemetery Road, 
Cannock. The annex is single storey with white render to the exterior walls, set 
within its own garden area, measuring 12.96 metres in length, 3.85m in width and 
3.5m in height to pitch, 2.44m to eaves.  

 
1.2 The annex is situated to the rear of an existing property within the curtilage of 

number 15 Cemetery Road, and to the rear of the rear garden area of 5 Huntington 
Terrace Road. The applicant states that the annex has been present on this site for 
a considerable number of years, and that two bedrooms have always existed 
within building. The annex was formerly a part of a Children’s Home, with the 
annex used as an office and sleeping accommodation. 

 
1.3 In response to the objection received; the applicant assures the authority that the 

annex has been built for a considerable amount of time, formerly being used for 
office and sleeping accommodation for residents and staff of the former 
Children’s Home. The objectors point regarding the curilage of the site was noted 
and amended block and location plans received showing the correct boundaries. 
The applicant has responded to an enquiry regarding the roof altering from flat to 
pitched, by stating that the roof has always been pitched, the only alterations been 
to replace the former bitumen felt pitched roof with tiles. 

 
1.4 The proposal meets council guidelines and car parking standards.  The annex is set 

within an appropriately sized curtilage and its design is appropriate to the existing 
dwellings and its surroundings. There is no overlooking of neighbouring 
properties and no trees are affected by the building, therefore approval is 
recommended. 

 
Human Rights 
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The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the Human 
Rights Act 1998.  The recommendation to approve the application accords with the 
adopted policies in the Development Plan which aims to secure the proper planning of 
the area in the public interest. 
 
 
 

. 
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EXTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Severn Trent - No objections subject to conditions. 
SCC Highways  - Comments on revised plans to be reported 

verbally to Committee. 
SCC Police - Recommendations incorporated into scheme. 
SCC Education - No contributions required. 
Environment Agency - No response 
 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Env. Health - No objections subject to conditions. 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
The application was advertised in the press, by site notices and letters sent to 
neighbours.  1 letter was received querying the incorporation of a piece of land in to 
the proposed development, off Pye Green Road, where planning consent had recently 
been refused for residential development. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 Background
 
1.2 Cabinet on 4 December, 2003 considered a report on the Council’s stock of 

pre-cast, reinforced concrete (PRC) dwellings.  It was reported that, due to 
their form of construction, the Smith houses on the Bevan Lee Estate, 
Cannock were not suitable for structural reinstatement works and as a result, it 
was agreed to adopt a strategy of clearance and redevelopment in partnership 
with a Registered Social Landlord (RSL) for these dwellings.  A project brief 
was agreed for the scheme and a selection panel appointed the Council’s 
development partner for the scheme.  The principal objective of the proposed 
scheme is to demolish the 108 Smiths houses, and, with the incorporation of 
two former Council owned garage sites and an area of privately owned land 
redevelop the area, increase the number of dwellings of a type and mix to meet 
the needs of present and future estate residents. 

 
1.3 There has been extensive consultation with residents both directly and through 

the Bevan Lee Estate Residents Association throughout the process. 
 
1.4 The Proposal 
 
1.5 The planning application seeks consent for the demolition of 108 houses – 

numbers 8-92 (even), 7-73 (odd), 186-192 (even), 198-228 (even) and 191-213 
(odd) and the redevelopment of these plots and of land to the rear of Cemetery 
Road and Pye Green Road to provide a total of 129 new dwellings.  These 
comprise a mix of house types as follows:- 

 
 1 x 5 bedroomed house 
 12 x 2 bedroomed houses 
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 20 x 2 bedroomed houses 
 2 x 3 bedroomed bungalows 
 62 x 3 bedroomed houses 
 32 x 4 bedroomed houses 
 
1.6 With the exception of one property, the dwellings are semi detached, some 

comprising 2 storeys but also having additional rooms in the roof space.  
There are several different house types proposed for the 2 bed bungalows and 
the 3 and 4 bed houses and the house types are distributed throughout the 
development which will provide a varied and interesting street scene.  The 
existing road where the development is to take place is to be widened as it is 
currently sub standard, and the grass verges, which are currently widely used 
for informal parking will go.  The road will retain its present route and will 
have traffic calming measures incorporated.  Car parking will be provided 
within the curtailage of each dwelling in accordance with current 
Supplementary Guidance. 

 
1.7 The acquisition of additional land and the inclusion of several small 

“crescents” and an increase in the number of dwellings has enabled the density 
of the development to increase from 21 per hectare to 25 dwellings per 
hectare.  Whilst this does not meet Government guidance of between 30 and 
50 dwellings per hectare the benefits which accrue to the Authority, the 
occupiers of the sub standard properties and the area as a whole outweigh the 
shortfall in this instance.  The other dwellings surrounding those which are to 
be replaced determine to a large extent the layout of the new development, and 
the requirements of occupiers who are to be re-housed in the new properties 
have been a major factor in determining the design and appearance of the 
dwellings. 

 
1.8 With respect to the representation made in respect of the additional land to be 

incorporated within the site, the previous refusal of planning permission on 
this land was on the grounds (inter alia) that what was proposed represented an 
inefficient use of land and that it would be appropriate for it to be included in a 
larger development site.  The redevelopment of parts of Bevan Lee Road 
facilitates this, and the correspondent advised accordingly.  No further 
representations have been received. 

 
1.9 Conclusions
 
1.10 The proposal represents an opportunity to improve a presently sub standard 

sector of the Council’s housing through a partnership with an RSL, whilst 
increasing the number of properties and providing a wide range of house types 
and styles to accommodate the needs of the existing and future occupiers.  The 
development will allow the enhancement of the area by providing enhanced 
highway safety through road improvement and traffic calming measures, and 
removing the opportunity for on street parking.  A comprehensive landscaping 
scheme is proposed in accordance with Supplementary Planning Guidance.  
The applicant has agreed to enter into a Section 106 Agreement to pay a 
commuted sum of £15,140 towards the upgrading of the Bevan Lee Road play 
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area, the figure based on the number of additional dwellings to be constructed.  
On this basis, approval is recommended. 

 
 Human Rights Implications 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The recommendation to approve the application 
accords with the adopted policies in the Development Plan which aims to 
secure the proper planning of the area in the public interest. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
Staffordshire County Highways - No objections subject to conditions. 
 
Rugeley Town Council 

 
- 

 
Refusal recommended.  The proposed 
3 storey development is out of 
character with the rest of the street and 
will overpower the row of bungalows 
opposite.  This is over intensive 
development within the AONB. 

 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notice posted and adjacent occupiers notified.  25 letters of objection from 16 
nearby properties received on the following grounds:- 
 
1. Increased traffic on a bend where despite 30 mph limit traffic travels at speed 

and near collisions have occurred, local Councillors are aware of problem. 
 
2. Parking on road likely affecting access from Church Close, parking proposed 

does not seem sufficient, new footway would be used for parking, will 
increase accident risk. 

 
3. Noise from cars at rear of site would affect properties at rear. 
 
4. Described as 2.5 storey but have 3 floors and rise above adjacent properties on 

skyline, causing overlooking, overshadowing, loss of light, privacy and value, 
gross overdevelopment spoiling street scene and visual amenity of AONB, 
appears height is 5 metres above no. 8 and 3.4 metres above no. 12.  Loss of 
character to existing village due to proposed height and type of property.  Sets 
a precedent. 

 
5. Impact of retaining wall along mature boundary hedge damaging roots, loss of 

trees and shrubs which make village so pleasant, and effect on wildlife, all 
contrary of policy C15.  Level changes would result in boundary hedge/trees 
surviving on a pillar of earth.  No provision for retaining walls. 

 
6. Increase sewer problems due to capacity, and difference in levels likely to 

cause drainage problems, particularly at no. 8 which is lower. 
 
7. Request a Committee site visit. 
 
13 letters of support from 9 properties received, stating that the proposals would be an 
asset to the village, looking more pleasing than one dwelling on the site, providing 
accommodation for first time buyers who want to stay in the locality. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/04/0595 – Outline 1 dwelling – approved 3/11/04 (Committee). 
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OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application seeks full consent for 3 terraced houses, 2 storeys but with 

dormers in the roof space, with 2 detached double garages and 4 parking 
spaces to the rear.  Access would be provided off Slitting Mill Road between 
the new development and the existing terraced house at no. 12. 

 
1.2 The site comprises an area of overgrown garden to the side of a substantial 

Victorian terrace.  Other nearby houses and bungalows are modern.  An 
existing driveway in the position of the proposed access leads to an existing 
garage.  The ground rises quite steeply from the road frontage and continues to 
rise to the rear boundary.  There is existing overgrown hedging with trees 
forming the northern side boundary with 8 Slitting Mill Road, and several fruit 
trees within the garden.  The site is within the AONB and trees along the 
northern boundary covered by Tree Preservation Order. 

 
1.3 The proposals have been amended in terms of design to remove the tall gable 

features from the front elevation and substitute dormer windows, and to lower 
one of the dwellings into the site, in an effort to reduce any overbearing impact 
from the road, which is at a lower level.  The access has been amended to 
ensure appropriate visibility is achieved at the entrance, and the position of 
one of the garages moved to ensure adequate turning space.  8 parking spaces 
in total are proposed to serve the 3 new houses plus the existing.  Lengthy 
discussions have taken place regarding the means of protecting existing trees 
and hedging along the northern boundary, and the up to date position will be 
reported to Committee. 

 
1.4 Objections have been raised by occupiers of adjacent and nearby properties on 

grounds including traffic/parking impact, visual impact and impact on 
trees/hedging.  These objections have been restated following consultations on 
the amended plans.  Support has also been received for the proposals, 
however, the majority of these letters are from addresses elsewhere in Rugeley 
from people who apparently pass through the village but are not directly 
affected. 

 
1.5 The amended plans are considered acceptable to the Highways Officer.  The 

proposals meet spatial separation distances and parking spaces in accordance 
with Local Plan Policy.  Providing the existing landscaped setting of the site is 
retained/supplemented in an appropriate way then no adverse impact on the 
AONB is likely in principle.  The site is within the village envelope of Slitting 
Mill, and the design seeks to pick up the theme of the adjacent Victorian 
houses.  Although the dwellings would stand higher than the properties 
adjacent to either side, in view of the spatial separation this is not considered 
unduly over dominant in the streetscene.  Provision of 3 smaller dwellings on 
the site rather than the single larger dwelling previously approved would 
enhance the housing mix in the area, which largely comprises detached 
properties. 

 
1.6 Sufficient parking can be accommodated within the site, and although the 

proposal would result in increased traffic using the access which is close to a 
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bend, the Highways Officer is satisfied that the visibility provided will not 
result in increased highway danger.  One of the properties at the rear appears 
to have a garage backing onto the site, and the proposed parking area is not 
considered likely to have any significant noise impact.  The proposed 
dwellings would face across the road over the front gardens of properties 
opposite, and no adverse impact from overlooking, overshadowing, loss of 
light or privacy is anticipated.  Drainage would have to be implemented in 
accordance with the Building Regulations and the technical details are not a 
planning matter. 

 
1.7 Human Rights Act Implications 
 

The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s right to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.8 Conclusion 
 

Approval is recommended. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Norton Canes Parish Council has recommended refusal on the grounds of over 
intensive use of the site and inadequate access. 
 
The Environment Agency has no objections to the proposals. 
 
Severn Trent Water has no objections to the proposals subject to Conditions.  
 
Staffordshire County Highway Engineer has recommended refusal on the grounds that 
the land indicated on the submitted plan does not allow the requisite visibility splays 
to be provided; the development would exacerbate pedestrian/vehicle conflict leading 
to an increase in the likelihood of danger to road users; the development fails to make 
adequate provision for the parking and turning of vehicles within the site curtilage and 
the development would be likely to result in vehicles being parked on the public 
highway with a consequent increase in danger to road users.  
 
Staffordshire County Council Education does not require any developer contributions 
towards Education purposes.  
 
Staffordshire County Council Development Directorate has no objections to the 
proposals. 
 
The Police Architectural Liaison Officer has no objections to the proposals. 
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
The Environmental Health Officer has no objections to the proposals.  
 
The Strategic Housing Manager has no objections subject to conditions about the 
location of the bin store to serve the apartment block. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and a site notice posted. The proposals have generated a 
total of 3no. letters of objection from local residents. The grounds of objection are as 
follows: 
 

1. Reduction in the loss of privacy and amenity; 
2. Loss of wildlife; 
3. Overdevelopment of the site; 
4. Traffic safety on busy road; 
5. Lack of water pressure, and 
6. Inappropriate three storey development in area. 

 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/05/0373 – Demolition of existing detached bungalow and construction of 3 storey  
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block consisting of 15 flats, conversion of existing semi-detached 
dwelling into 2 flats incorporating dormers with associated car parking 
and landscaping. Refused 4.8.05 (Delegated). 

 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 This detailed application seeks permission for the demolition of the existing 

detached bungalow at 284 Hednesford Road and the erection of a three storey 
block of apartments comprising 7no. 2 bed units, the conversion of No. 280 
Hednesford Road to 2no. 1 bed  and 2 bed apartments and the erection of 3no. 
2 bed bungalows on land at 280-284 Hednesford Road, Norton Canes. There is 
a separate planning application for the erection of 7no. bungalows on land to 
the rear of the development (but using the access proposed for this 
development) (CH/05/0708) which is still the subject of further negotiations 
with your officers in respect of landscaping and highway matters. It was 
however considered useful that this site was also inspected by members at the 
same time as this particular proposal was viewed.  

 
1.2 No, 284 is a large detached bungalow which is currently empty and which  

stands within a large garden curtilage. The area is residential in character, with 
a mixture of detached, semi-detached and terraced houses and detached and 
semi-detached bungalows.  

 
1.3 Since the refusal of planning permission for the erection of 15 apartments 

earlier this year, the applicant has altered the proposals so that the new 
apartment block to the Hednesford Road frontage now respects in size, scale 
and design detailing (bow windows, dormer windows, window and door 
proportions and chimneys) those properties which adjoin the site. The scheme 
now indicates the location of 3no. bungalows to the rear of the apartment 
block with a landscaping strip to ensure that the car parking proposed is not 
located directly on the boundary of the site with the adjoining property at No. 
286 Hednesford Road. The location of the apartment blocks and bungalows 
meets the Council’s required space about dwellings standards and with a 
condition to ensure that there are no windows in the side elevation of the 
apartments on the boundary with No. 286.  

 
1.4 Also involved in the scheme is the conversion of one half of an existing semi-

detached property at No. 280 Hednesford Road into 2 flats, which is to be 
achieved without any external alterations to the building fabric.  

 
1.5 The scheme proposed a total of 14no. car parking spaces which together with 

the further 15no. proposed in conjunction with the other planning application 
for the 7no. bungalows, produces a total of 29 car parking spaces for 19 units 
which is in line with the 1.5 car parking spaces required for communal parking 
scheme. Furthermore, the site is located on a bus route with buses passing the 
site every 15mins and 30 minutes on Mondays to Saturdays and 60 minutes on 
Sundays (Routes 33, 860, 861 and 862).  
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1.6 The issues raised by the Highway Engineer are and the proposed landscaping 
arrangements are currently being addressed (there were no objections on 
highway grounds to the previous scheme for 15 apartments) and an update will 
be available to members at the meeting. 

 
1.7 HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 
 

The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her own property as 
specified in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues 
arising have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan policy and are proportionate.  

 
1.8 CONCLUSIONS 
 

The proposed development is less intrusive than the previously refused 
scheme and as such can now receive the support of your officers. It is 
considered that the erection of the development proposed is in compliance 
with the relevant Local Plan Policy context and as a consequence, will not 
adversely affect the character and appearance of the area or the amenities of 
the adjoining residential properties.  

 
Subject to the applicant entering into a Section 106 Agreement to secure the 
funding of £9034 in respect of a Public Open Space contribution towards the 
upgrading of the existing facilities at Heath Hayes Park then approval is 
recommended. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Norton Canes Parish Council has recommended refusal on the grounds of over 
intensive use of the site and inadequate access. 
 
The Environment Agency has no objections to the proposals. 
 
Severn Trent Water has no objections to the proposals subject to Conditions.  
 
Staffordshire County Highway Engineer  - comments on the scheme relate to access 
and parking arrangements confirmed at CH/05/0707 on the agenda. 
 
Staffordshire County Council Education does not require any developer contributions 
towards Education purposes.  
 
The Police Architectural Liaison Officer has no objections to the proposals. 
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
The Environmental Health Officer has no objections to the proposals.  
 
The Strategic Housing Manager has no objections subject to conditions about the 
location of the bin store to serve the apartment block. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and a site notice posted. The proposals have generated a 
total of 5no. letters of objection from local residents. The grounds of objection are as 
follows: 
 

1. Reduction in the loss of privacy and amenity; 
2. Loss of wildlife; 
3. Overdevelopment of the site; 
4. Traffic safety on busy road; 
5. Lack of water pressure, and 
6. Inappropriate three storey development in area. 

 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/05/0373 – Demolition of existing detached bungalow and construction of 3 storey  

block consisting of 15 flats, conversion of existing semi-detached 
dwelling into 2 flats incorporating dormers with associated car parking 
and landscaping. Refused 4.8.05 (Delegated). 

 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 This detailed application seeks permission for the erection of 7no. 2 bed 

detached brick and tile bungalows on land to the rear of 284 Hednesford Road, 
Norton Canes. This application should be considered in conjunction with the 
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planning application for the demolition of the existing bungalow and the 
erection of 7no. apartments and 3 bungalows earlier on the agenda 
(CH/05/0707).  

 
1.2 The application site currently forms an area of open land to the south of Hill 

Street, which comprises a development of existing semi-detached and 
detached bungalows, with close boarded fencing on the boundaries. It is 
proposed to erect 7no. bungalows with 15no car parking spaces. Access to this 
part of the development would be off Hednesford Road through the proposed 
scheme on CH/05/0707.  

 
1.3 The development complies with the requisite space about dwellings standards 

and will not have any adverse impact on the amenities and privacy of the 
occupants of those dwellings in Hill Street or Hednesford Road.  

 
1.4 The issues raised by the Highway Engineer and the landscape details are  

currently being addressed by the applicant and an update will be reported 
verbally to members at the meeting. 

 
1.5 HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 
 

The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her own property as 
specified in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues 
arising have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan policy and are proportionate.  

 
1.6 CONCLUSIONS 
 

The proposed development is in compliance with the relevant Local Plan 
policy context and as a consequence, will not adversely affect the character 
and appearance of the area of the amenities of the adjoining residential 
properties. 

 
Whilst the scheme is for 7no units and below the threshold for a request for 
contributions towards open space provision, in this particular instance, the 
scheme should be considered to be in conjunction with the development under 
CH/05/0707 and as a consequence, a contribution of £5299 should be required 
to add to the total of £9034 requested under CH/05/0707. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
SCC Police - Query the access off Wimblebury Road. 
Parish Council - Object due to inadequate parking facilities, 

increase in traffic and the possibility of takeaway 
sales. 

 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Env. Health - The premises are adjacent to residential properties, 

and the use could not be carried on without a loss 
of amenity to those properties. 

Economic Dev. - No objections. 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notice/neighbour consults – 64 standard letters were received and 7 individual 
responses.  The letters objected on the following grounds:- 
 
Noise and disturbance late at night 
Increase in traffic 
Smells from waste and cooking 
Vermin 
Devaluation of property 
It would be the only business in a residential area 
Anti social behaviour 
Loss of privacy 
Problems with drains and sewers 
There are already enough takeaways 
 
PLANNING HISTORY:- 
 
CH/05/0005 Residential development – R 20/05/05 Cttee 
CH/04/0794 Residential development – R 14/12/04 Cttee 
CH/95/0157 Change of use of 1st floor flat to office A 15/05/95 Cttee 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application site comprises 0.12 h.a. of land generally rectangular in shape 

sited approximately 100m from Five Ways Island and on the northern side of 
Hednesford Road.  The area within which it is sited is predominantly 
residential with some commercial properties immediately to the west.  The 
garage site opposite has recently obtained planning consent for residential 
development.  The present use of the two storey building on the site is the 
sales/service of photocopying machines.  There are buildings to the rear which 
are to be demolished.  There are two accesses to the site, the principle one off 
Hednesford Road, and a secondary one between nos. 15 and 23 Wimblebury 
Road. 
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1.2 The proposal is to change the use of the premises to that of a restaurant on the 
ground floor only, the existing two flats on the first floor to be retained.  There 
is no proposal to use the premises as a takeaway. 

 
1.3 Based on the seating arrangements within the premises and the number of staff 

proposed a total of 16 car parking spaces would be required and a further 3 
retained for the occupiers of the two flats, a total of 19 spaces.  13 spaces are 
shown within the site.  Although the applicant has indicated that additional 
spaces could be provided, it is difficult to see how this could be achieved and 
still allow vehicles to enter and leave in a forward direction.  There are no 
public car parks in the immediate vicinity.  The proposal is therefore 
considered unacceptable on this basis. 

 
1.4 There is a rear access to the site.  The use of this access for the proposed use 

would result in vehicles passing the rear gardens of properties in Wimblebury 
Road at a level that may well exceed that which exists.  The use of this access 
could be controlled by condition were consent recommended. 

 
1.5 With regard to the objections raised, it is considered that the possibility for 

noise and disturbance up to midnight on any evening is unacceptable in a 
primarily residential area.  Vehicles would be parking and manoeuvring in 
close proximity to the private rear gardens adjoining the site which would be 
seriously detrimental to the amenity of the occupiers of those properties, as 
would the associated, and inevitable, noise of customers visiting and leaving 
the premises. 

 
1.6 The increase in traffic to the premises would cause loss of amenity, however, 

it is not considered that the additional traffic would in itself be detrimental to 
highway safety. 

 
1.7 Cooking odours would be satisfactorily controlled by extraction facilities.  The 

disposal of waste is covered by other legislation, and its proper disposal would 
minimise the risk of it attracting vermin.  It is unlikely that one single premises 
would on its own be responsible for all vermin in the area. 

 
1.8 Devaluation of properties is not a planning consideration. 
 
1.9 The proposed use would be a singular late night use in a residential area.  A 

restaurant would not necessarily lead to anti social behaviour, however, the 
associated noise and disturbance from general coming and goings during the 
evening would cause a loss of amenity.  The noise would also impinge on 
peoples’ privacy in that a reasonable degree of quiet may be expected during 
the evening.  This would still be the case with an earlier closing time of say 11 
p.m. which the applicant has indicated he would consider. 

 
1.10 With regard to waste and grease entering drains and sewers, its proper disposal 

is controlled by other legislation. 
 
1.11 The proposal is for a restaurant not a takeaway, the use of which could be 

controlled by condition in any event. 
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1.12 For the reasons stated above, the proposal is considered unacceptable and 

refusal recommended. 
 
 Human Rights Implications 
 
1.13 The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 

Human Rights Act 1998.  The recommendation to refuse accords with the 
policies of the Adopted Local Plan and the applicant has the right of appeal 
against the decision. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
Hednesford Town Council - No objections 
Environment Agency - No objections but note the existence of 

a former landfill site within 250m of 
the development. 

 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Env. Health - No objection subject to a site 

investigation being carried out. 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site Notice and neighbour 
consultations 

- No response 

 
PLANNING HISTORY:- 
 
CH/03/0443 Res. Dev. (o/l) A 24/7/03 (del) 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application site comprises approximately 600 sq. m of land which was 

formerly a Local Authority owned garage court, which has not been used since 
2000.  It is situated adjacent to two storey flats to the south west and terraced 
properties to the north west.  To the rear is a sports ground from which the site 
is screened by a 3m high concrete fence.  Outline consent for residential 
development was granted for the site in July 2003, the principle of residential 
on the site therefore having been established. 

 
1.2 The application seeks full planning consent for four, two bedroom flats in a 

two storey development, to have a lawned area to the rear and 6 car parking 
spaces and landscaping to the front.  The access is to remain as at present off 
Heath Street.  Car parking for the existing flats exists in an adjacent lay by. 

 
1.3 The proposal meets Residential Design Guidance and car parking standards, 

and of a style and design that is appropriate to its siting, of brick and tile 
construction with a hipped roof.  The entrances are to the side of the building 
and all principle windows are to the front and rear.  No loss of privacy or 
amenity will result from the development.  Approval is recommended. 

 
Human Rights Implications 

 
The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The recommendation to approve the application 
accords with the adopted policies in the Development Plan which aims to 
secure the proper planning of the area in the public interest. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Highways – No objections subject to conditions 
 
INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Landscape – No objections subject to conditions 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified –  
 
3 letters of objection received raising the issues of potential noise and disturbance 
during construction and an invasion of privacy to existing residents. In addition, 
objectors raise concerns over the effect of further development in Edward Street 
regarding the already congested street and lack of off road vehicle parking, 
questioning whether the access drive to the proposed area is wide enough to handle 
extra vehicles.  
 
HISTORY 
 
CH/05/0602 – Residential Development (outline), refused 19/10/2005 (delegated). 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent in outline form for the residential development of one  

detached dwelling on land to the side and rear of 59 Edward Street, Cannock. The 
application is a resubmission of a previous planning application CH/05/0602, 
which was refused on the 19th October 2005 for the following reasons:- 
 

A) The proposed access driveway leading to the backfill site is insufficient in regards 
to width for the safe and free movement of pedestrians and vehicles, therefore the 
proposal is contrary to Policy T1A of the Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent 
Structure Plan 1996 – 2011. 

 
B) The proposal would by virtue of extra vehicular movement along the proposed 

access drive, lead to a loss of amenity to existing residents due an increase in 
noise and disturbance, therefore the proposal is contrary to Policy B8 of the 
Cannock Chase local Plan 1997. 

 
1.2 The application site comprises land to the rear of 59 Edward Street situated in a 

well established residential area bounded by the rear garden areas of properties on 
Edward Street to the West, Albert Street to the South and Rigby Drive to the East.  
It is a ‘backland’ site adjoined by existing backland located property no. 61 
Edward Street. The application site measures approximately 550 square metres, 
means of access onto the site would be onto Edward Street between property 
numbers 59 and 63.  The access currently serves 3 properties nos. 61, 63 and 65 
Edward Street. 
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1.3 Policy H5 of the local plan states that there will be opportunity for infilling and  
minor consolidation will be acceptable within existing residential areas subject to 
the amenity of neighbouring residents and the character of the area not being 
adversely affected and there being no loss of significant amenity space. 

 
1.4 The previous application did not make clear that the access width required by the 

Highway Authority could be provided but the new change confirm that this is the 
case.  The width has been checked onsite by your officers.  The privacy of the 
adjoining property can be protected by requiring a suitable boundary treatment 
which would improve the existing open carport to the driveway. 

 
1.5 The site is of sufficient size to meet council policies for one dwelling in that there 

will be sufficient privacy and outlook for any new occupiers.  The site forms part 
of the rear garden of number 59 Edward Street but sufficient amenity space to the 
existing property of 59 Edward Street will be retained. 

 
1.6 In response to the 3 letters of objection received: It is considered that with the 

addition of 1.8 metre high fencing, running from the rear elevation of property 
number 63 along the edge of the access drive, and retention of an existing hedge 
on the southern boundary of the drive after the first 10 metres, would significantly 
reduce any adverse impact to adjoining properties in relation to noise disturbance 
and loss of privacy. In relation to the proposal exacerbating congestion on Edward 
Street and the driveway being to narrow, the County Highways Department raise 
no concerns or objections to the proposal.  The width of driveway proposed meets 
the appropriate standard for up to 5 dwellings. 

 
HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the Human 
Rights Act 1998. The proposal could, potentially, interfere with an individuals’ right 
if peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified in Article 8 and Article 1 of 
the First Protocol, however, the issues arising have been considered in detail in the 
report and it is considered that, on balance, the proposals comply with Local plan 
Policy and are proportionate. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposal accords with council policy and guidelines, therefore approval is 
recommended subject to the conditions set out above. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
Own Council  - No objections 
 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Env. Health  - No objections 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notice/neighbour consultations – 4 letters were received objecting to the proposal 
on the grounds of there being insufficient parking, increase in activity in a residential 
area, loss of privacy due to parking at the rear of the premises, and increased theft and 
vandalism. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY:- 
 
CH/04/0698 Change of use to sun bed facility and beauty salon. A 10/11/04 
(Delegated) 
 
CH/04/0548 Change of use to A3 – R 26/8/04 (Del) 
 
CH/04/0246 Change of use to A3 – R 2/6/04 (Del) Appeal dismissed 13.1.05 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application relates to premises in Belt Road which last year were granted 

planning consent for the ground floor to change from a post office to a sun bed 
facility and beauty salon.  The first floor at that time was to be retained as a 
flat.  The adjoining premises is an office and there is a hot food takeaway and 
a florists in the same small parade of shop units in a principally residential 
area.  There is a social club opposite.  The premises have car parking to the 
front, and to the rear are some garages and land associated with the premises 
which is generally unused and unkempt. 

 
1.2 The application seeks consent to change the use of the first floor to that of a 

sun bed salon.  The applicant has stated that there are no additional facilities to 
be installed, but that for optimum operating conditions, the existing sun beds 
are to be moved upstairs and the ground floor to be used as a beauty/nail salon.  
The applicant has submitted a plan which proposes the demolition of a garage 
to the rear and the surfacing of land to provide an additional 4 parking spaces. 

 
1.3 With respect to the objections raised, the provision of additional parking 

facilities increasing the overall number available to 8 is considered acceptable 
and doubles the existing provision, which will reduce the likelihood of parking 
on the road.  Whilst the area is residential, the premises provides a local 
facility and the use unlikely to generate more traffic than the previous use as a 
post office.  The proposed hours of operation, which are the same as those 
imposed on the previous consent ensure that the premises do not generate 
traffic at unsocial hours.  The parking to the rear, whilst potentially increasing 
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the number of vehicular movements to the rear of the premises will not cause 
loss of privacy given that there are existing garages and car parking taking 
place in any event.  It is not considered that the change of use will present any 
greater opportunity for theft and vandalism than did its previous use. 

 
1.4 The proposed change of use is considered appropriate and is not considered to 

be detrimental to the amenity of nearby properties, and approval is 
recommended. 

 
 Human Rights Implications 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The recommendation to approve the application 
accords with the adopted policies of the development plan which aims to 
secure the proper planning of the area in the public interest. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Rugeley Town Council - Objection on the grounds that members view 

this as a backfill development. They are 
concerned over access onto an already busy road 
and highlight the loss of privacy to surrounding 
houses. 

 
Travel Management & Safety - No objections 
S. C. C. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified with 2 letters of objection received, objecting on the 
following grounds: 
 
1. It is ‘backland’ development 
 
2. Privacy will be lost to the rear of the neighbouring property. The ground level of 

the rear garden is higher than that of the houses, so the dormer windows will 
overlook. 

 
3. Noise disturbance from the occupants and vehicles affecting the rear of the 

neighbouring property. 
 
4. The proposal would involve the removal of a number of trees that presently screen 

the boundary. The result would be prominent views to the new property, as would 
the new property have views to the neighbouring property. Almost every tree that 
runs along the fence line both in the back garden and front garden will be 
removed, resulting in a loss of amenity. 

 
5. The existing sewerage drains that are to be used for the new property are not 

sufficient to cope, with existing cases of sewerage overflowing onto drives due to 
tree roots in drains. 

 
6. The new building will be totally out of character with the existing surrounding 

houses on Hednesford Road. If these plans were passed it would set a precedent 
for others to follow suit and sell off gardens. 

 
7. There would be inconvenience for neighbouring properties, having to put up with 

noise and dust until the building was built. 
 
8. The floor area of the new property is greater than existing properties on 

Hednesford Road. 
 
9. A new service road will run along the side of the neighbouring property, raising 

the noise levels, running alongside bedrooms of the neighbouring property. Also 
there will be a problem in additional cars accessing the busy Hednesford Road   

 
OBSERVATIONS  



CH/05/0786 

 
1.1 The application seeks consent for a residential development of one detached 

dwelling to the rear of 77 Hednesford Road and a replacement garage for the 
existing property of 77 Hednesford Road, Rugeley. The existing garage to the side 
of 77 Hednesford Road is to be demolished and replaced by a new garage 3.1m 
wide and 9m in length. 

 
1.2 A new access is to be created to the side, 3.6m in width running alongside the 

boundary with the neighbouring property of 79 Hednesford Road. The new two 
storey property would be in the shape of a cross, having an overall width of 13.4m 
and an overall length of 13.8m. The building would be 7.4m high, having four 
bedrooms and an integral garage. 

 
1.3 Policy B8 of the Local Plan requires new built development to be well related 

within the development and to existing buildings and their surroundings in terms 
of design, scale and materials and avoid any adverse effects of loss of amenity to 
adjacent properties. Policy H5 of the Local Plan states that infilling and minor 
consolidation will be acceptable within existing residential areas subject to the 
amenity of neighbouring residents and the character of the area not being 
adversely affected 

 
1.4 The site is located within a residential area but the character of the area is one of 

detached two storey properties fronting Hednesford Road in a line, with there 
being no similar type of this backland development within this area. It is 
considered that the construction of a two storey property directly to the rear would 
result in piecemeal backland development out of keeping with the character of the 
area, creating a cramped appearance on the site, and reduced amenity to 
surrounding properties. 

 
1.5 The ground level to the rear rises so that the new building would be sited on a 

ground level approximately 1.8m higher than the existing property of 77 
Hednesford Road and the neighbouring properties of 75 and 79 Hednesford Road. 
With the removal of the trees that currently run alongside the boundary, the 
building will be very visible and will therefore have a detrimental impact on the 
amenities of the occupants of the surrounding residential properties by virtue of 
loss of privacy and increased disturbance from noise and vehicle 
movement/parking associated with the use. 

 
1.6 If this development was approved there is the potential for owners of other 

properties along Hednesford Road on similar sized plots to submit planning 
applications to do similar developments, which would significantly change the 
character of the area. This would be contrary to Policy B8 of the Local Plan. 

 
1.7 It is therefore considered that the proposal is contrary to the council's residential 

design guidance. Policy B8 of the Local Plan requires new built development to 
be well related within the development and to existing buildings and avoid any 
adverse effects of loss of amenity to adjacent properties. The development 
proposed is inappropriate development having a detrimental effect on the 
character of the area and amenity of surrounding properties. Refusal is therefore 
recommended. 
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1.8 Human Rights Act 
 

The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The recommendation to refuse accords with the policies 
of the adopted Local Plan and the applicant has the right of appeal against this 
decision. 

 
1.9 Conclusion 

 
The development proposed is inappropriate development having a detrimental 
effect on the character of the area and amenity to surrounding properties. 
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RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Neighbour consultations – 1 letter received objecting to the proposal on the grounds 
of loss of privacy, loss of light, and that the extension would preclude any extensions 
to the objectors’ property. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application site comprises a detached, two bedroomed property situated at 

the southern most end of Manor Avenue, a cul de sac.  It is one of several 
similar properties in that part of the street.  The property has been previously 
extended and has a single storey flat roofed extension along the full width of 
the rear of the property.  On either side of the site are other detached 
properties, one at an angle to the application site, the other lying parallel to it. 

 
1.2 The application seeks consent to demolish the existing extension, and 

replacing it with a two storey extension which would extend 5.8m out from the 
original rear wall, 1.2m more than at present.  The existing principal side 
window at ground floor level is to be retained, as is the side door and small 
window to a downstairs w.c.  On the first floor side elevation is proposed a 
window to a study and to the bathroom.  The adjacent property has a landing 
window on the facing side elevation, this is not a principal window and the 
study window will not therefore cause a loss of privacy. 

 
1.3 The extension would not cause an unacceptable loss of light, as both the 

application site and the objectors dwelling are orientated so that the rear 
windows face due south, and whilst there may be some additional shadowing 
later on in the day this would not impact on the neighbouring property to an 
unacceptable degree. 

 
1.4 The proposal is considered acceptable.  There would be no loss of privacy or 

light to an unacceptable degree.  It is not reasonable to withhold planning 
consent on the basis that a neighbouring property may wish to undertake 
unspecified works at some time in the future.  Approval is recommended. 

 
 Human Rights Implications 
 

The proposals are considered to be compatible with the Human Rights Act 
1998.  The recommendation to approve the application accords with the 
adopted policies of the Local Plan which aims to secure the proper planning of 
the area in the public interest. 
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RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Neighbour Notification - No objections received. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/04/0751 Single storey extension to side and boundary 

wall 
 

Approved 17/11/2004 
(Delegated)  

 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for a first storey extension above the approved single 

storey side extension CH/04/0751 at 1a St. Michaels Drive, Rawnsley. The first 
storey extension will be 3.1m wide and 6.6m in length with the two storey 
extension set 1m off the boundary. The extension will accommodate an additional 
bedroom. The first floor window proposed in the side elevation is to be omitted. 

 
1.2 Policy B8 of the Local Plan requires new built development to be well related 

within the development and to existing buildings and their surroundings in terms 
of design, scale and materials and avoid any adverse effects of loss of amenity to 
adjacent properties. 

 
1.3 No residential properties face the proposed extension with a surgery directly to the 

rear. The extension has been designed to be in keeping with the existing property, 
having a lower roof and the proposed use of matching materials etc. However, the 
extension is to be situated just over 1m off the back of the footpath in Rawnsley 
Road. The resultant effect of the extension will be an overbearing and dominant 
structure in the street scene in this location.  

 
1.4 Your officers have approved the erection of a single storey extension in the same 

position as the proposed development. This extension is now under construction. 
This proposal was subject to the same scrutiny as this current application and 
considered on its merits to be acceptable in the street scene. However the addition 
of a first floor extension over will be prominent in the street scene and create a 
two storey elevation close to a road junction. This is considered to be 
inappropriate development having a detrimental effect on the amenity of the street 
scene, sufficient to warrant the refusal of this planning application. 

 
1.5 Human Rights Act 
 

The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The recommendation to refuse accords with the policies 
of the adopted Local Plan and the applicant has the right of appeal against this 
decision. 

 
1.6 Conclusion 
 

The development proposed is inappropriate development having a detrimental 
effect on the street scene and would be out of keeping with the character of the 
area. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
SCC Police  -  No objections 
Landor Society -  No objections 
 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Env. Health  -  No objections 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Press advertisement, site notice and neighbour consultations, 4 letters were received 
objecting on the grounds that the additional hours would cause noise late at night.  
Vandalism and a loss of amenity during the days at weekends. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY:- 
 
CH/89/0724 – Leisure Centre A 1/11/89 (Cttee) 
CH/91/0596 – Signage A 25/10/91 (Del) 
CH/97/0541 – Signage A 20/2/97 (Del) 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application seeks consent to a vary a condition attached to the original 

planning consent for the Red Rose Theatre limiting the hours of opening up to 
11.00 p.m. only on any night. 

 
1.2 The proposed hours have been applied for to accord with the separate 

application to convert and vary the premises license.  The principle 
consideration is the effect of the extended hours on the occupiers of 
neighbouring properties.  The premises are situated on the edge of the town 
centre within walking distance of all the local facilities.  Aelfgar Street and 
public squash courts are also accessed off Taylors Lane.  There are a 
considerable number of residential properties in the vicinity, in particular the 
Aelfgar House flats, although these are specifically for occupation by young 
people, and properties which back on to the associated car park and which 
front Anson Street, and properties in Church Street.  The premises already 
operate up to 11.00 p.m. at night on a daily basis.  The removal of the 
condition would extend the activities associated with the venue by an 
additional hour during the week, an additional 2 hours on Fridays and 
Saturdays, and not at all on Sundays. 

 
1.3 Whilst not in the centre of town, the premises are a facility which may be 

expected in such a location and the occupiers of residential properties in the 
vicinity may expect some noise and activity at later hours occasioned by the 
use of the premises.  The theatre is not on a “through route” for traffic and 
there are no other businesses in the vicinity which may encourage visitors to 
stay in proximity to the theatre once it has closed therefore there is unlikely to 
be further noise and disturbance related to its use.  On this basis it is 
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considered that, on balance, the proposal is acceptable and approval 
recommended. 

 
 Human Rights Implications 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individuals right to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- 
 
SCC Police - No objections 
 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Env. Health - No objections subject to a temporary consent to 

ensure that the premises are appropriately 
managed. 

 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notice/neighbour consults – 1 letter has been received objecting to existing noise 
levels. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY:- 
 
CH/88/0924 Covered way and extension to hours until 2.00 a.m. 7 days a week A 
(cttee) 
 
CH/99/0379 Fire exit and extension to covered way A 6/10/99 (cttee) 
 
CH/94/0306 Alterations and refurbishment to form bar extension A 27/7/94 (del) 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application refers to a nightclub premises in Mill Street opposite a 

supermarket and in close proximity to other commercial uses, including a hot 
food take away.  The premises at one time comprised two separate business, 
the portion fronting onto Mill Street being a nightclub with no limitations 
relating to opening hours, and the rear portion being a health café which had 
consent to open until 2.00 a.m.  In the interim, the health café was 
incorporated into the nightclub which did not require the benefit of planning 
permission.  This has resulted in an anomaly which allows half the premises 
unlimited opening hours, and the other half which is to close for business at 
2.00 a.m. 

 
1.2 The application seeks consent to remove this condition, thus allowing the 

whole of the premises unlimited opening hours. 
 
1.3 The rear portion of the premises is in proximity to flats in Rowan Croft and to 

dwellings in Price Street, however, there is no entrance/exit into Price Street 
other than for emergency purposes.  One objection has been received for an 
occupier of the flats stating that she has objected over the past 10 years and 
made complaints about it.  These complaints were investigated by 
Environmental Health Officers which found no statutory nuisance had 
occurred. 

 
1.4 In consideration of the above, and the existing unrestricted use of part of the 

existing premises, it is considered that an extension of hours to premises in an 
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area which is edge of town centre and has a variety of uses, is on balance 
appropriate for a trial period of one year as recommended by Environmental 
Health Officers. 

 
 Human Rights Implications 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individuals right to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate.  
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Hednesford Town Council - The council objects to this application on the grounds 

that it will create a terracing effect. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified with no letters of objection received. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent to erect a first floor above the existing garage to 

the side of 91 Belt Road. The extension will be 4.6m wide, 7.5m in length 
accommodating two additional bedrooms, one with en suite. 

 
1.2 The neighbouring properties to either side are bungalows, with 91 Belt Road 

being a two storey detached property. The neighbour of 93 Belt Road is sited 
lower down than no.91 with a couple of windows in the side elevation but 
these are not principal windows and already face a blank wall elevation. 
Therefore it is considered that this extension will not have a detrimental 
impact on the neighbouring properties amenity. 

 
1.3 The first storey side extension is below 75% of the width of the existing 

property and is to be set back 0.8m front the front of the dwelling. It is 
therefore considered that with the difference in land levels and with the 
neighbouring properties being bungalows, it is considered that no terracing 
will occur and is acceptable in the street scene. 

 
1.4 It is not considered that the extension will have a significant detrimental 

impact on neighbouring properties amenity, being in keeping with the scale 
and character of the property. Parking standards can be achieved so approval is 
recommended. 

 
1.5 Human Rights Act
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.6 Conclusion
 

It is considered that the extension is in keeping with the scale of the existing 
property and that it will not have a detrimental impact on neighbouring 
properties amenity and is therefore acceptable. 
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RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified –  One letter of objection received regarding the potential 

for damage to occur to an existing conservatory during 
construction, the proposal restricting any possible future 
development to the objector property and a loss of light 
and property value. In addition, the objector also raises 
points regarding detrimental implications with access to 
a drive and parking issues within the estate. 

 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for the construction of a two storey extension to the  

side of 29 Chetwynd Park, Rawnsley. The property is a modern semi-detached 
dwelling constructed in multi coloured red brick, lying on a wholly residential 
estate; other dwellings within the estate are of similar design, some having 
benefited from similar style extensions. 

 
1.2 The proposal is for the creation of a playroom to the ground floor and a study and  

bedroom to the first storey making the property three bed. The measurements of 
the proposal will be 2.3 metres in width and 5.4m in length to the ground floor 
situated to the side of the existing western side elevation of the dwelling and to the 
front of an existing utility room. The first storey will be situated above the existing 
utility room and proposed playroom measuring 2.3m in width and 7.5m in length, 
being set back 1m behind the existing front elevation of the property. The height 
of the proposal will be 7.4 metres, being 500mm below the existing roof line of 
the dwelling. 

 
1.3 The boundaries to the rear area of the dwelling consist entirely of 1.8m high 

fencing; the proposal will not reduce the available amenity space to the rear. To 
the front lies a hardstanding area for the parking of two vehicles along with a 
grassed area, which could be converted to hardstanding for further parking if 
required. 

 
1.4 In response to the objection, the proposal meets guidance in terms of daylight and 

space about dwellings standards; therefore it is considered that no significant 
detrimental effect in terms of loss of light will result from the construction of the 
proposal. In terms of the proposal damaging an existing conservatory, restricting 
future development and a loss of property value, these are not planning 
considerations. In addition, the proposal meets council guidance in terms of 
parking spaces at dwellings for a three bedroom property. 

 
1.5 One window exists in the side elevation of neighbour number 27 which lies 

adjacent to the proposal area, number 27 has benefited from the construction of a 
lean too type conservatory to the side of the property adjacent to an existing utility 
room and the proposal site. The council’s daylight standards are met and no 
windows leading to habitable rooms will be affected by the proposal, it is not felt 
that neighbours visual amenity or the street scene will be adversely affected and 
there are no issues surrounding trees, car parking standards are met through two 
parking spaces to the front of the property. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the Human 
Rights Act 1998. The recommendation to approve the application accords with the 
adopted policies in the development plan, which aims to secure the proper planning of 
the area in the public interests. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposal accords with council policies and daylight standards, it is not considered 
that the proposal will significantly adversely affect the visual amenity of the street 
scene or neighbouring properties, therefore approval is recommended subject to the 
conditions set out above. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Rugeley Town Council -  Objection. There is already Coral Betting Office 

and Quick Silver amusements in close proximity 
to this application. Objection also to the late 
hours requested Monday to Saturday and 
Sunday hours should be 10.00am to 16.00pm 

 
Landor (Local History) Society - No objection is raised to the change of use, 

although would prefer a retail use. 
 
Staffordshire Police - All security equipment installed should be to the 

relevant British Standard and/or Loss Prevention 
Certification Board Standard. Installers should 
be certified to install such equipment. 

 
 The Licensing Act 2003 has been implemented. 

Issues that must be addressed to obtain the 
Premises Licence are proposals to actively 
promote the Licensing Objectives. The 
Licensing Objectives are: 
a) The prevention of crime and disorder 
b) Public safety 
c) The prevention of public nuisance 
d) The protection of children from harm 

 
Therefore crime reduction is an issue that must 
be addressed 

 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
Environmental Health -  No adverse comments are offered as regards the 

proposed changes of use  
 
Economic Development - No objections 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and site notice posted, with no letters received. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for a change of use of part of building from shop 

(A1) to betting office (A2) at 10-12 Upper Brook Street, Rugeley. This is a 
duplicate application with another identical application submitted as part of 
the policy of the applicant to prevent a delay in a planning decision. 

 
1.2 It is proposed to divide the ground floor, creating two units. The remaining 

unit will be occupied separately and will remain as retail (A1) use. The 
applicant has stated that a Town Centre site has been chosen and that the 
operating hours are comparable to those of a shop with callers at the Betting 
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Office being in the main those who are using the shopping facilities of the 
shopping area. 

 
1.3 The hours of opening proposed are 9am to 10pm Monday to Saturday and 

11am to 5pm on Sunday. Eight jobs are proposed to be created, 6 being full 
time and 2 part time. The applicant is solely looking for a change of use of part 
of the building, so that the existing entrance will be used by the new betting 
office (A2) Unit, and a new separate access is to be created for the shop 
created to the other side. Both units would have access from the rear of the 
premises. A separate application is proposed for the shop front and signage 
provided planning consent is granted for the change of use. 

 
1.4 The premises are located within Rugeley Town Centre Conservation Area. 

Policies B3 and B4 of the Local Plan require new developments to preserve or 
enhance the special character or appearance of the Conservation Area. As 
referred to above, alterations will be involved to the front and rear elevations, 
but these will be part of a separate planning application. However, illustrative 
elevation plans have been provided that show that the existing entrance will be 
retained for the new unit and the windows will be in the same location with the 
creation of a separate access for the other retail unit. Further advice has been 
given to the applicant stating that it is considered that with any future planning 
application for a new shop front, the new design should be continued across 
the entire front of the building and not two thirds as shown. 

 
1.5 Policy S5 of the Cannock Chase Local Plan states that proposals for Class A2 

Uses will be treated on their merits, providing that they would not lead to a 
concentration of, or exacerbate an existing concentration of, non Class A1 
Uses. The application site is within a row of premises having a mixture of 
primarily A1 and A2 uses, with a number of A3 and A4 uses located closer to 
Horse Fair e.g. The Globe and The Crown Public House. It is not considered 
that this proposal would have a detrimental impact on the vitality and viability 
of Rugeley Town Centre. 

 
1.6 In respect of the objections received from the Town Council, it is considered 

that as referred to above, the prime retailing function of the town centre will 
not be affected, with two units created, one will still be a retail unit and the 
other a betting office (A2). The A2 unit could also be converted back to a 
retail unit without planning consent. The proximity of another betting office 
within the Town Centre is considered acceptable for the reasons given above 
and competition between businesses is not a planning consideration. 

 
1.7 In respect of the hours of opening, the premises are located within the Town 

Centre away from residential units, and the hours of opening are not as late as 
some A3, A4 or A5 Use Class units that sell food and drink, which are allowed 
to stay open later. A condition has also been recommended to restrict the 
operating hours as stated. 

 
1.8 It is considered that the proposal will not affect the vitality or viability of the 

town centre or adversely affect the amenity to neighbouring properties so 
approval is recommended. 



CH/05/0852 

 
1.9 Human Rights Act
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.10 Conclusion
 

The development proposed will not jeopardise the prime retailing function of 
the centre and therefore will not have a detrimental effect on the vitality and 
viability of Rugeley Town Centre.  If the recommendation is accepted 
permission would also be granted subject to the same conditions on the 
identical application CH/05/0853. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Rugeley Town Council -  Objection. There is already Coral Betting Office 

and Quick Silver amusements in close proximity 
to this application. Objection also to the late 
hours requested Monday to Saturday and 
Sunday hours should be 10.00am to 16.00pm 

 
Landor (Local History) Society - No objection is raised to the change of use, 

although would prefer a retail use. 
 
Staffordshire Police - All security equipment installed should be to the 

relevant British Standard and/or Loss Prevention 
Certification Board Standard. Installers should 
be certified to install such equipment. 

 
 The Licensing Act 2003 has been implemented. 

Issues that must be addressed to obtain the 
Premises Licence are proposals to actively 
promote the Licensing Objectives. The 
Licensing Objectives are: 
a) The prevention of crime and disorder 
b) Public safety 
c) The prevention of public nuisance 
d) The protection of children from harm 

 
Therefore crime reduction is an issue that must 
be addressed 

 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
Environmental Health -  No adverse comments are offered as regards the 

proposed changes of use  
 
Economic Development - No objections 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and site notice posted, with no letters received. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for a change of use of part of building from shop 

(A1) to betting office (A2) at 10-12 Upper Brook Street, Rugeley. This is a 
duplicate application with another identical application submitted as part of 
the policy of William Hill to prevent a delay in a planning decision. 

 
1.2 William Hill proposes to divide the ground floor, creating two units. The 

remaining unit will be occupied separately and will remain as retail (A1) use. 
The applicant has stated that the unit has been located in a Town Centre and 
that the operating hours are comparable to those of a shop with callers at the 
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Betting Office being in the main those who are using the shopping facilities of 
the shopping area. 

 
1.3 The hours of opening proposed are 9am to 10pm Monday to Saturday and 

11am to 5pm on Sunday. Eight jobs are proposed to be created, 6 being full 
time and 2 part time. Therefore the applicant is solely looking for a change of 
use of part of the building, so that the existing entrance will be used by the 
new betting office (B2) Unit, and a new separate access is to be created for the 
shop created to the other side. Both units would have access from the rear of 
the premises. A separate application is proposed for the shop front and signage 
provided planning consent is granted. 

 
1.4 The premises are located within Rugeley Town Centre Conservation Area. 

Policies B3 and B4 of the Local Plan require new developments to preserve or 
enhance the special character or appearance of the Conservation Area. As 
referred to above, alterations will be involved to the front and rear elevations, 
but these will be part of a separate planning application. However, illustrative 
elevation plans have been provided that show that the existing entrance will be 
retained for the new unit and the windows will be in the same location with the 
creation of a separate access for the other retail unit. Further advice has been 
given to the applicant stating that it is considered that with any future planning 
application for a new shop front, the new design should be continued across 
the entire front of the building and not two thirds as shown. 

 
1.5 Policy S5 of the Cannock Chase Local Plan states that proposals for Class A2 

Uses will be treated on their merits, providing that they would not lead to a 
concentration of, or exacerbate an existing concentration of, non Class A1 
Uses. The application site is within a row of premises having a mixture of 
primarily A1 and A2 uses, with a number of A3 and A4 uses located closer to 
Horse Fair e.g. The Globe and The Crown Public House. It is not considered 
that this proposal would have a detrimental impact on the vitality and viability 
of Rugeley Town Centre. 

 
1.6 In respect of the objections received from the Town Council, it is considered 

that as referred to above, the prime retailing function of the town centre will 
not be affected, with two units created, one will still be a retail unit and the 
other a betting office (A2). The A2 unit could also be converted back to a 
retail unit without planning consent. The proximity of another betting office 
within the Town Centre is considered acceptable for the reasons given above 
and competition between businesses is not a planning consideration.  

 
1.7 In respect of the hours of opening, the premises are located within the Town 

Centre away from residential units, and the hours of opening are not as late as 
some A3, A4 or A5 Use Class units that sell food and drink, which are allowed 
to stay open later. A condition has also been recommended to restrict the 
operating hours as stated. 

 
1.8 It is considered that the proposal will not affect the vitality or viability of the 

town centre or adversely affect the amenity to neighbouring properties so 
approval is recommended. 
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1.9 Human Rights Act 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.10 Conclusion 
 

The development proposed will not jeopardise the prime retailing function of 
the centere and therefore will not have a detrimental effect on the vitality and 
viability of Rugeley Town Centre.  
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Rugeley Town Council regrets that a building serving the people of Rugeley as a 
landmark, such as Eaton Lodge could be removed and they would like to have a spot 
listing order imposed on it, to prevent its removal. The beautiful building has 
character and local historical value as there are no other buildings like it in the area. 
 
They recommend refusal and would like to make the following comments: 
 

1. The access to the site will feed onto an already busy road and roundabout. 
The number of vehicles using Wolseley Road has already increased due to 
two recent developments; 

2. The application states that the development will link to the existing pipe 
works, but these are already at full stretch and have the existing housing 
and two new estates to support; 

3. Local residents would be affected by loss of privacy, daylight and sunlight; 
4. The over-development of the site will cause further problems for the town, 

as existing essential amenities such as doctors, schools and leisure centres 
are already at full capacity; 

5. The destruction of long established trees, some of which have Tree 
Preservation Orders attached and some that are rare, is unacceptable. The 
proposed development would remove some of the gardens, leased by local 
residents; 

6. There would be a disastrous reduction in the number of wildlife currently 
inhabiting the woodland and gardens – bats, foxes, sparrow hawks, 
hedgehogs, barn owls and tawny owls all live within the Eaton Lodge 
environment. The Wildlife Trust has expressed an interest in the area; 

7. The increased traffic could have a dangerous effect on children crossing 
the road to Chancel School; 

8. The removal of Eaton Lodge will change the street scene from a spacious, 
tree lined area housing one stately home, to a compact housing estate, and 

9. Attention should be drawn to Planning Obligations (Section 106). 
 
Members would also like to know what is planned for the area between 7,8, 9 and 10 
Orchard Close and 94, 96, 98 and 100 Wolseley Road as there are currently trees in 
that area with TPO’s yet nothing is shown on the drawing? 
 
The Department for Culture, Media and Sport has confirmed that after an assessment, 
the building will not be added to the statutory list of historic buildings. 
 
The Landor Society strongly objects to the demolition of the two storey original part 
of Eaton Lodge, dating from about 1830 because of its significant architectural value 
and local historical importance. The Society would be unlikely to object to a proposal 
to suitably convert the original part of the building into dwellings.  
 
Staffordshire County Council Highways are assessing the proposed access alterations 
to the originally submitted scheme that have been required as part of the proposals to 
serve both the revised public house siting arrangements and the residential 
development and members will be updated verbally at the meeting.  
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Staffordshire County Council raises no archaeological objections to the proposals. 
 
Staffordshire County Council Education will not be requesting a contribution towards 
either primary or secondary provision.  
 
Staffordshire County Council Development Services Directorate has no objections to 
the proposals. 
 
Staffordshire Police Liaison Officer confirms that the application does not raise any 
great issues subject to a requirement to pursue ‘Secure by Design’ arrangements with 
any future developers.  
 
Severn Trent Water has no objections subject to conditions. 
The Environment Agency has no objections subject to conditions. 
 
Staffordshire Wildlife Trust has no objections subject to the timing and nature of the 
work and subject to conditions in respect of barn owl and bat surveys and nesting bird 
arrangements. 
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
The Environmental Health Officer has carefully assessed the submitted Noise and 
Geotechnical Assessments and no adverse comments to make. 
 
The Economic Development Section has no objections. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and a site notice posted. The proposal has generated a total 
of 76 individual letters of objection and a petition containing 526 names of objection 
on the following grounds: 
 

1. There is a public right of way on the site – where is it being retained? 
2. What is the use of the land to the rear of 75-81 Old Eaton Road which is 

too narrow for a vehicular access; 
3. Loss of mature trees; 
4. The boundary wall to the side of No. 102 Wolseley Road needs to be 

retained – there is confusion about whether or not this is the case; 
5. Loss of woodland and amenity land; 
6. Effect on drainage system; 
7. Loss of historic building; 
8. The impact of the proposed housing on local services; 
9. Loss of impact; 
10. Increased traffic in the area; 
11. Loss of privacy and amenity to local residents, and 
12. Loss of house values. 
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PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/87/666 – Dining Room extension. Approved 16.12.87 (Committee). 
CH/95/0513 – Children’s Play Area – Approved 10.1.95 (Committee). 
CH/98/0191 – Hotel Lodge extension. Approved 16.9.98 (Committee). 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 This application seeks outline permission for the erection of residential 

development on 1.17 ha of land on the site of Eaton Lodge, Wolseley Road, 
Rugeley. The proposal will involve the demolition of the existing Eaton Lodge 
Public House building and a separate planning application for the replacement 
Public House also on this agenda( CH/05/0127) is to be considered in 
conjunction with this application.  

 
1.2 The proposal will involve the permanent closure of one of the two existing 

accesses to the site. The western access (through the tree lined boulevard) will 
be closed, with access to serve both the residential development and the 
replacement Public House off the slightly relocated second (eastern) access 
serving the site again off Wolseley Road.  

 
1.3 Eaton Lodge itself is a well-built two storey hipped roof building, formerly a 

house, now a Public House. It has some attractive detailing including sash 
windows, stone quoins/window heads and cills, 2 storey bay windows and 
decorative porch. It stands within a large former garden with an avenue of 
mature trees along the drive from Wolseley Road and a pair of attractive (but 
incomplete) cast iron gate posts. Much of the garden is now a tarmac car park 
for the Public House. The building has had some modern extensions but the 
main part of the house appears to be largely unaltered. Although it is well set 
back from the road frontage, it still presents a strong positive contribution to 
the street scene and area.  

 
1.4 There has been a great deal of concern from a number of parties about the loss 

of this building (which is not statutorily listed) and as a consequence, your 
officers have approached the main listing body (The Department for Culture, 
Media and Sport (DCMS) to see whether or not the building is worthy of 
listing. In this respect, the main criteria for adding a building to a statutory list 
are architectural/historic interest, historical association and group value. The 
emphasis in this criteria is on national significance although the best examples 
of local building types are also included.  

 
1.5 The DCMS has passed the request to English Heritage who advises the 

Secretary of State on the historic environment. The building has been 
inspected by a representative from English Heritage who advises that it has 
been too altered to merit listing. As a consequence of this, the DCMS has 
decided to accept the advice from English Heritage and has confirmed that the 
building will not be added to the statutory list.  

 
1.6 In policy terms, the site is not allocated for a particular use in the Local Plan. 

Given the character of the surrounding area, it is considered that a residential 
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use would be an appropriate alternative use. Residential development would 
also meet sustainable development objectives in that it would represent the 
development of a previously developed site within the urban area of Rugeley 
and as a consequence, comply with the Government’s objectives as defined in 
PPG3 – Housing in terms of making the most efficient use of land in 
sustainable locations.  

 
1.7 The application site contains a number of mature trees covered by Tree 

Preservation Orders. The site also contains a number of the rear gardens of 
those properties in Old Eaton Road (no.s 29-47) adjoining to the north-east of 
the site, which have been leased to those residents by the applicants and which 
are now required to form part of the proposed development site. Given the 
amount of vegetation on site, your officers have been involved in lengthy 
negotiations with the applicants and their representatives in order to ensure 
that an accurate tree and vegetation survey has been undertaken to ensure that 
the main trees and areas of important vegetation are retained and that adequate 
tree protection measures are in place. Some minor amendments to the 
submitted details are currently being revised by the applicants’ landscape 
representative and members will be updated verbally at the meeting.  

 
1.8 In highway terms, a Traffic Audit has been submitted and accepted by the 

County Highway Engineer. The proposed access to serve the site has been 
slightly relocated from its existing location in order to accommodate the 
changes that have been negotiated as part of the replacement public house 
application. 

 
1.9 In terms of traffic flows, the existing Public House and function room 

(accommodating 200 people) is to be replaced by a smaller Public House and 
residential development. Whilst a number of residents have expressed 
concerns about a potential increase in traffic generation and the effect on the 
adjoining highway network, it is considered that if anything, the levels of 
traffic generation will be reduced as a result of the proposed development.  

 
1.10 A number of residents have raised the issue of the loss of any existing public 

right of way across the site. The Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way 
shows no rights of way exist on this site.  

 
1.11 HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 
 

The proposals set out in the report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her own property as 
specified in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues 
arising have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan policy and are proportionate.  
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1.12 CONCLUSIONS 
 

The site is in a prominent and sustainable location on one of the main routes 
into and out of Rugeley. It is considered that the removal of the existing Public 
House and redevelopment with a new residential use is acceptable and in 
accordance with the aims of both national and local planning policy guidance.  

 
Approval is recommended subject to the imposition of a Section 106 
Agreement to cover a contribution towards the Rugeley By-pass, Affordable 
Housing and off-site public open space requirements based on a figure of 
£781.32 per 2 bed dwelling.  
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Travel Management & Safety -  No objection subject to conditions 
S.C.C  
 
 
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
Environmental Health -  No adverse comments are offered. Recommend that 

working hours be restricted to those hours as proposed 
 
Economic Development -  No objections 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and site notice posted, with 7 letters of objection received 
and one letter received from the neighbour of 13 Ullswater Place stating that they 
have no major objections to the proposal. This latter letter from the neighbour of 13 
Ullswater Place states that the applicants have offered landscaping to be planted 
between the parking area and the neighbour to screen the parking area. If this is 
adhered to and the surgery hours are of an acceptable period, then at this point in time 
no problems are foreseen. 
 
The letters of objection received, object on the following grounds: 
 
1. Ullswater Place is a residential area and should not be changed by any property to 

commercial. The proposal will result in a loss of a bungalow to the housing 
market. 

 
2. The pleasant outlook from the neighbour opposite will be compromised by the 

provision of a car park only metres from the house. Green lawns and bushes are to 
be replaced with tarmac and cars. The car park is considered large and out of 
proportion with the existing property and not in keeping with the street scene. 
Deeds to properties on the estate stipulate open garden fronts. 

 
3. The amount of traffic in the street will escalate and could cause problems 

manoeuvring in amid the narrowness of the road. Ullswater Place already has a 
traffic problem, where it meets Coniston Way. There is a constant flow of traffic 
attending the doctors' surgery and the dental practice in Coniston Way. Motorists 
turn around in Ullswater Place from Coniston Way and even park in Ullswater 
Place. Coniston Way and Ullswater Place are also used as over spill parking from 
McDonalds/shopping outlet opposite the main road. 

 
4. Ullswater Place is at the present time a quiet residential area and very pleasant to 

live in and this would be definitely endangered with the extra volume of traffic 
creating more congestion and parking problems. There will be further problems of 
both access and egress to adjacent properties. Pollution levels will increase due to 
rise in vehicular movement as well. 
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5. The creating of a car park will no doubt be an attraction for illegal parking of cars 
at the weekends and evenings. This could result in noise at all times of the night 
and early mornings, which will cause inconvenience to the present residents in 
what has been a lovely residential area. The car park would soon become a 
playground for skateboards and cycles. 

 
6. There will be a reduction in property values. 
 
7. Vandalism also has to be considered. An empty property every night and weekend 

will only encourage damage and nuisance to this area.  
 
8. The application would set a precedent to allow others to do the same. 
 
9. If the osteopath practice is approved and is unsuccessful, the residents will have 

no control on new purchaser. The proposal would be better suited in the Town 
Centre. 

 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for a change of use from a residential property to 

an Osteopath Surgery at 14 Ullswater Place, Cannock. The character of the 
area is primarily residential but the site is in close proximity to a Doctors 
Surgery and a Dental Practice located in Coniston Way, and within walking 
distance of the Town Centre. 

 
1.2 14 Ullswater Place is a bungalow which is vacant at present, sited at the corner 

of Ullswater Place and Coniston Way. This proposal is to relocate an existing 
business from 35 Lower Road, Hednesford which will then return back to a 
residential property. The business will have a floor space of 40 square metres, 
comprising of two treatment rooms and one waiting room. The new business 
to be located in Ullswater Place will be staffed by two part time employees, 
and there is to be eight parking spaces to the front, two for staff and six for 
visitors. 

 
1.3 No alterations to the building have been proposed, keeping the appearance of 

the residential bungalow. Only one sign to mark the business above the hedge 
line is proposed to indicate the business. The hours of opening would be 9am 
to 6pm Monday to Friday, 9am to 1pm on Saturday and no time on Sunday. 

 
1.4 Comments received from the county highway department recommend 

approval as the parking provision is in accordance with the adopted 
supplementary planning document on parking standards. Therefore in regard 
to the comments received relating to the increase in traffic congestion, visitors 
will be able to park on site and the access to the new car park is to be located 
in the same position of the existing access, which is to be widened to 5m. 
Therefore no parking will need to take place in the Road.   

 
1.5 Issues have been raised by surrounding properties with the creation of a car 

park, replacing the existing garden to the property. The applicant has shown 
on the plans that the hedge to the side adjacent Coniston Way is to be retained 
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as is the grassed areas around the property. The area of hedge removed along 
Ullswater Place is to be replaced by post and chain fencing. A condition has 
been recommended to retain the area of hedge along Coniston Way. 

 
1.6 In regard to comments relating to disturbance to surrounding residential 

properties in the area, a condition has been recommended to restrict the 
operating hours as stated. The existing business is located within a residential 
area and it is considered that this business can be carried out in this area 
without having a detrimental on surrounding residential properties. Also 
devaluation is not a planning consideration. 

 
1.7 There is ample parking places proposed on site and it is considered that the 

proposal will not adversely affect the amenity to neighbouring properties to a 
significant degree with the area still be primarily residential, so approval is 
recommended. 

 
1.8 Human Rights Act 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.9 Conclusion 
 

The development proposed is not considered inappropriate development, not 
having a significant detrimental effect on the amenity of the area and having 
ample parking to prevent an increase in the likelihood of highway danger. 
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ARESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified with no letters of objection received. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/05/0523 Two storey side extension Refused on 29/09/2005 

(Delegated) 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent to erect a two storey side extension at 26 Crab 

Lane, Cannock. The side extension will have a width of 2.25m and will be in 
line with the front and rear of the existing property. There will be a single 
storey element to the rear of this extension projecting 2.5m in length, in line 
with the existing converted garage which is to be replaced. The ground floor 
will consist of a bathroom and sitting room whereas the first floor will 
accommodate an additional bedroom with en suite. 

  
1.2 This planning application is a resubmission of planning application 

CH/05/0523 which was refused on the grounds that it would have a 
detrimental impact on neighbouring properties amenity. The original two 
storey extension would have extended a further 2.5m back (above the current 
single storey element) breaking the distance required from a first floor 
principal window to the boundary of a neighbouring properties garden. It 
would also have had an overbearing impact on the neighbouring property of 
24 Crab Lane, breaking daylight standards. 

 
1.3 The applicant has amended these plans on advice given from planning 

officers, reducing the length of the two storey extension. This proposal now 
meets the distance required to the rear boundary with 23 Elmwood Close and 
reducing any impact on the neighbouring property of 24 Crab Lane to the side. 
The neighbouring property of 24 Crab Lane is sited approximately 6m further 
forward, so that daylight standards are met to the first floor windows but 
would be broken to the windows on the ground floor. However, this standard 
is broken already due to the detached garage of the neighbouring property, 
situated to the rear of the property, adjacent the boundary with 26 Crab Lane.  

 
1.4 Therefore the extension proposed would be screened by the existing garage 

and the shortfall is considered acceptable. It is not considered that the 
extension will have a significant detrimental impact on neighbouring 
properties amenity, being in keeping with the scale and character of the 
property. Parking standards can be achieved so approval is recommended. 

 
1.5 Human Rights Act 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
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have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.6 Conclusion 
 

In conclusion, it is considered that the proposal would not have a significant 
detrimental impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties or the character 
of the property and as such, is acceptable. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Brereton & Ravenhill Parish Council –  The parish council does not consider 

outward opening gates to be appropriate. 
The gates should be either on rising 
hinges or there should be a lowering of 
the hardstanding. The Parish Council, 
therefore, object to this part of the 
proposal but does not object to the rest
    

 
Travel Management & Safety -  Comments will be reported verbally to the 

Planning  
S. C. C.  Control Committee 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified, with no letters received. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for the retention of gated access and hardstanding 

to the side of 3 Pinetrees, Brereton. A stretch of 1.8m high boundary fence has 
been removed and replaced by gates formed from close boarded panels on 
timber frame that match the existing fence. A dropped kerb is proposed once 
the road is adopted by the County Highway Department. 

 
1.2 The gates as erected open outwards over the footpath. The reason being that 

the land level to the rear rises so that they are unable to go back, with the area 
of hardstanding behind already laid out. The applicant has stated that this 
access is to be used for the parking of a mobile home, currently parked on the 
existing drive to the other side of the property which prevents additional 
vehicles parking off the street. The applicant has stated that this access will not 
be frequently used, once or twice a month, and that once the access is in use, 
the gates are brought back to the boundary fence and fastened, so that they are 
clear of the footpath. 

 
1.3 The road has traffic calming measures that makes parking on the highway a 

hazard and therefore it is considered that the use proposed will prevent parking 
on the road, reducing the potential for obstruction to neighbouring properties. 
Also as the use of this access is infrequent, it is considered that any conflict 
with access and egress of surrounding properties will not be significant. 

 
1.4 It is considered that the gated access and area of hardstanding do not have a 

significant detrimental impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties or 
the surrounding area and will be acceptable once the raised kerb has been 
dropped, so approval is recommended.  

 
1.5 Human Rights Act 
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The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 
 

1.6 Conclusion 
 

The development to the side conforms to the relevant council policies and 
therefore approval is recommended.  
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PLANNING HISTORY 
 
CH/02/0658  Renewal of planning permission 

CH/99/0522 for residential development 
(outline) means of access 
 

Approved 18/12/2002 
(Committee) 

CH/99/0522 Residential Development (Outline) Means 
of Access. 
 

Approved 14/12/1999 
(Committee) 

CH/92/0032 Residential Development (Outline) 
 

Approved 07/03/1992 
(Committee) 
 

CH/88/860 Residential Development (Outline) 
 

Approved 18/12/1988 
(Committee) 

 
EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Rugeley Town Council -  No response at the time of writing this report 
 
Travel Management & Safety -  No response at the time of writing this report 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified and site notice posted, with one letter of objection received, 
objecting on the following grounds: 
 
Concerned that the track to the rear of Durham Drive will be used for access to the 
site, resulting in increased traffic to this track and would require trees on either side of 
the track to be removed which attract wildlife to the area. There would then be a loss 
of privacy to neighbouring properties. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The application seeks consent for the renewal of residential development in 

outline only including the means of access to the land adjacent 9 Uplands 
Green, Rugeley. Outline consent for residential development was approved on 
18/12/88 (CH/88/860), 17/02/92 (CH/92/0032), 14/12/1999 (CH/99/0522) and 
lastly 18/12/2002 (CH/02/0658). The access to this site was determined in the 
planning application CH/99/0522. 

 
1.2 The site is currently the side garden belonging to no.9 Uplands Green, with a 

number of fruit trees scattered around. The site is largely not visible from the 
highway, at the end of the cul-de-sac. The access would be in the form of a 
shared driveway measuring 3m wide, with no objections provided from the 
highways department previously subject to conditions being met. 

 
1.3 An illustrative plan has been provided shows two dwellings sited on this land 

with access from Uplands Green adjacent the garage of no.10 Uplands Green, 
taking part of the front of no.9 to create the access. In response to the objection 
received, no access is promised from the track to the rear of the side, behind 
Durham Drive. The design of the properties would be considered as part of 
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reserved matters, which would need to meet Local Plan Policy and council 
design guidance. 

 
1.4 A condition has been recommended for the protection of hedges, however the 

various fruit trees and conifers on-site are not considered worthy of retention. 
It is considered that development of this site for a residential purpose would 
not be detrimental to the visual amenity and the use is appropriate, therefore 
approval is recommended.  

 
1.5 Human Rights Act 
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
 1.6 Conclusion
 

The principle of residential development on this site has already been 
established with the approval of the last outline application and no new 
circumstances have arisen in that period of time to alter that view. Approval is 
recommended. 
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EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Cannock Wood Parish Council – No response at the time of writing this report 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified with no letters of objection received. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent to construct a first storey extension over the 

existing garage to the side of Cranmere, Buds Road, Rugeley. The first storey 
extension will have a width of 3.2m and 5.6m in length, being in line with the 
front of the existing property, but due to the location of the garage, the 
extension will be 1.7m from the back of the existing dwelling, so that the roof 
of the extension will be lower than the ridge line of the existing roof. There 
will also be a new canopy erected to the rear of the garage. The first floor 
proposed will consist of a bedroom with en suite. 

 
1.2 The neighbouring property of ‘Shaldon’, is set further back than Cranmere, 

and is set at a lower level of land. The neighbouring property has constructed a 
single storey kitchen extension to the front, but the existing garage to the side 
of Cranmere breaks daylight standards to the front windows of the 
neighbouring kitchen. However, there is a distance of just over 4m from this 
extension and the garage has been designed with a hipped roof to reduce any 
impact on the neighbouring property. 

 
1.3 The properties in Buds Road face north-east, with the neighbouring property 

closest to the proposed extension being located to the west of the application 
site and set further back. The kitchen extension constructed by the neighbour 
has two windows to the front with only one directly facing the garage, and 
there is an additional window to the rear, so it is considered that there will not 
be a significant impact from the proposed extension on this room in the 
neighbours property. 

 
1.4 A condition has been recommended, preventing any additional windows to the 

side and rear of the proposed extension which could potentially overlook the 
neighbouring property, and a condition has been recommended to make the 
rear window proposed be obscure glazed to retain privacy to the neighbour. 

 
1.5 Therefore it is not considered that the extension will have a significant 

detrimental impact on neighbouring properties amenity, being in keeping with 
the scale and character of the property. Parking standards can be achieved so 
approval is recommended. 

 
1.6 Human Rights Act
 

The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 
Human Rights Act 1998. The proposals could potentially interfere with an 
individual’s rights to the peaceful enjoyment of his or her property as specified 
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in Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol, however, the issues arising 
have been considered in detail in the report and it is considered that, on 
balance, the proposals comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.7 Conclusion
 

In conclusion, it is considered that the proposal would not have a significant 
detrimental impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties or the character 
of the property and as such, is acceptable. 
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