
EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0475
 
Hednesford Town Council – Object for the following reasons: 
 
The additional development will lead to an over-intensification of the site. The council 
also objects to the proposal due to the additional traffic and subsequent dangers that 
would be created on a road that already suffers from on-street parking, is the site of a 
school and is the only access to the Hednesford Hills Raceway. 
 
Highways – No objections subject to conditions 
 
Environment Agency – No objections 
 
County Property Services – No issues 
 
Severn Trent Water – No objections subject to conditions  
 
INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Landscape – Objection due to lack of information 
 
Environmental Health – No adverse comments 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 

Near neighbours notified – 11 letters of objection received, regarding:- 
 

• The proposal been  of poor design and layout; 
• The proposals leading to a loss of privacy, daylight and sunlight to the occupants 

of neighbouring dwellings; 
• The proposal having a detrimental impact on trees, wildlife and the countryside 

nature of the area; 
• The extra vehicular traffic exacerbating the already congested road, leading to  an 

increase in highway danger; 
• The proposed newly constructed road junction would be situated directly adjacent 

to one of the two entrances on reservoir Road to St. Peters school, resulting in the 
likelihood of increased highway danger to children and mothers with baby 
buggies; 

• Neighbouring residents disputing the ownership of  the land; 
• Due to overlooking and loss of privacy existing properties will be devalued; 
• Issues regarding the suitability of the ground conditions for this type of 

development;  
• Issues regarding surface water and foul sewerage; 
• Overlooking; 
• Possible implications of the proposal in regard to existing subsidence within the 

area; 



• Issues regarding emergency service vehicles accessing Hednesford Hills who use 
this area; 

• The site being Green Belt land. 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 The application site comprises approximately 0.28 hectares of land to the rear of 10-

26 Reservoir Road, bounded by residential properties on Reservoir Road to the north 
west, Littleworth Hill to the west and south, Littleworth Road to the south and 
Hednesford Hills to the east.  

 
1.2 The site is situated within a predominantly residential area comprising of a mix of 

detached and semi-detached dwellings, with the St. Peters Primary School opposite 
the proposed site entrance. The site is predominantly overgrown and unkempt, the 
topography of the site sees the land falling away steeply from the North West 
(Reservoir Road) in a southerly direction to Littleworth Road.  

 
1.3 It is proposed to erect seven dwellings on the site comprising of:- 

 
• One 2 storey 4 bed detached dwelling (House Type A); 
• One 2 storey 3 bed detached dwelling (House Type B) measuring 7.7m in 

width, 8.5m in depth and 8.9m in height to pitch; 
• One 3 bed detached bungalow (House Type E); 
• Four 2/3 split level 4 bed detached properties (House Types C & D), situated 

across the north-eastern boundary of the site. 
 

Access is situated between 14 & 26 Reservoir Road in the form of a cul-de-sac with 
‘T’ shaped turning head designed to adoption standards. 

 
1.4 The scheme has been amended since the original submission of the application, to  

deal with issues raised by the Highway authority regarding visibility splays, the 
access being geometrically substandard, and the proposed access road lying adjacent 
to the St. Peters Primary School. Amendments have been submitted and highways 
authority has no objections subject to conditions.  

 
1.5 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. 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 to avoid any adverse effects of loss of 
amenity to adjacent properties. It is considered that the proposal will not be out of 
character with the surrounding area, being well related to the existing residential area, 
therefore satisfying these Policies.  

 



1.6 PPG3 (Housing) requires Local Planning Authorities to encourage housing 
development which makes more efficient use of land by sitting 30-50 dwelling per 
hectare. The proposal will see 7 properties developed on a 0.28 hectare site, which 
falls just short of the required density. However, due to the location, character of 
existing development and the topography of the site it is considered that seven 
dwellings on this site is an acceptable form of development.   

  
1.7 In response to the letters of objection received, it is not considered that the design  

of the dwellings will be out of keeping with the existing surrounding properties and 
the design has sought to mitigate the problems caused through the topography of the 
land by proposing split level dwellings to the south eastern area of the proposed site. 
The proposed spatial distances of the dwellings to the existing dwellings met council 
guidance; a condition to insert obscure glazing to any side facing windows is 
recommended, therefore the issues of loss of privacy, daylight and sunlight cannot be 
substantiated. Further landscaping information has been requested which will deal 
with the issues of trees and vegetation on site. The majority of the objections refer to 
increased highway problems; however, the Highway Authority now offer no 
objections subject to conditions. Issues are also raised in regard to the suitability of 
the ground conditions for this type of development and the possible implications of 
the proposal in regard to existing subsidence within the area, in this instance the 
condition K2 will be applied, highlighting the need for a site investigation. A further 
issue has been raised in connection with surface water and foul sewage; Seven Trent 
Water have been consulted and offer no objections subject to a condition requesting 
further drainage details. Additionally, objectors have stated that the site is within 
designated Greenbelt but this is not the case. Finally the issues of land ownership and 
the proposal reducing existing property values are not planning considerations. 

 
1.8 In regards to the objection received from Hednesford Town Council concerning  

the over-intensification of the site and highways issues. The proposal to develop 7 
dwellings on this site is less than the density guidance stipulated in PPG3, therefore it 
is considered that the site is not being over-developed, additionally Highways have no 
objections to the proposal, off street parking will be provided within the curtilages of 
the properties, therefore the on street parking issues which exist on Reservoir Road 
would not be exacerbated by this development.  

 
1.9 Additional plans and information have been received regarding site sections, 

longitudinal sections and an updated site topographical survey. Information has also 
been received in connection with the importation of materials, which will allow for 
the infilling of the section of the site to allow for the construction of the proposed 
road running across the site in a north eastern to south western direction. The 
occupiers of neighbouring properties have been consulted in regards to this additional 
information and any comments/updates will be reported verbally at the meeting.   

 
 
 
 



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 proposed development is considered to be an appropriate scheme for this large 
backland site, which lies within a well established residential area. The type and design of 
the proposed dwellings are considered to be acceptable in relationship to the surrounding 
area. Council guidance is met, therefore approval is recommended subject to the above 
conditions. 
 
 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0482 
 
Rugeley Town Council has no objections to the proposals. 
 
Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council welcome the additional facility but the location 
is not suitable for the residents of the Parish as it is much further for travelling etc. 
The Parish Council has also observed that: 
 

1. The building is three storey and as such, is not in keeping with the area; 
2. The access is being made wider – next to a school and also with a play area in 

the vicinity; 
3. The development will place a burden on the over-used facilities, in particular 

drainage.  
 
Staffordshire County Council Highway Engineer had originally objected to the 
proposals on the lack of car parking provision and turning for vehicles within the site, 
but now has no objections subject to conditions.  
 
Staffordshire County Council Development Services Directorate has no objections to 
the proposals.  
 
The Environment Agency has no objections subject to conditions.  
 
Severn Trent Water has no objections to the proposals.  
 
Staffordshire Police Architectural Liaison Officer has raised some concerns about 
safety for staff etc and these have been addressed by the applicant.  
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS 
 
The Property Services Manager has confirmed that the land take for the entrance 
arrangements is as per agreement.  
 
The Environmental Health Officer has no objections to the proposals.  
 
The Landscape Officer has raised concerns in respect of the submitted 
landscaping/tree details. These issues have been addressed and revised landscaping 
details have been produced. These details are currently being assessed and a verbal 
update will be available at the meeting.  
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified, a site notice posted and an advertisement placed in the 
Chase Post. The application has generated two letters of objection and a petition of 10 
names, which raise the following concerns: 
 

1. Affect on existing trees on site; 
2. Devaluation of house values; 
3. Loss of green area outside property; 

 



A petition of 26 names and three individual letters have also been received, objecting 
to the closure of the Aelfgar Surgery and the necessity to have to travel to this new 
surgery as a consequence.  
 
All local residents have been re-consulted on the proposed landscaping and car 
parking revisions. To date, no further responses have been received. Any updates will 
be reported verbally at the meeting.  
 
BACKGROUND TO THE PROPOSALS 
 
Whilst Rugeley is currently served by four separate practices, national and local 
health policy indicates that one stop shop provision should be provided where 
possible.  
 
The services provided by the current doctors’ practice (list size 2,500), which is 
currently located in a portacabin from the neighbouring Hillsprings Clinic, together 
with the community services provided there and the current Aelfgar Surgery (list size 
4,600) are to be relocated to the new centre to deliver the ‘one stop shop’ facility on 
the west of the town.  
 
A further practice will remain on the east of the town and from January 2007, a 
second ‘one stop shop’ facility will operate from the surgery currently under 
construction in Sandy Lane. This will provide the services within the south of the 
town.  
 
Both the Hillsprings and Aelfgar locations are unable to accommodate extended team 
members, nor is there the capacity to develop their patient services any further. As a 
consequence of this, the extended team members including the district nurses team, 
therapists and community psychiatric nurses etc are fragmented across Rugeley. 
 
Cannock Primary Care Trust (PCT) has identified the need to provide a new 
dedicated, purpose designed, single facility which would accommodate all team 
members. 
 
In addition to the primary and community healthcare services, the PCT has identified 
the opportunity to bring together children’s services, including a small element of 
early years provision, allowing local agencies to co-locate childcare professionals 
such as health visitors, social workers, school nurses and therapists to the site.  
 
The PCT has confirmed that the application site has been identified as being the only 
available location capable of supporting all the required facilities and also has the 
benefit of providing children’s services alongside the existing school, which creates a 
child, focused campus within this part of the town.  
 
The existing school building will be demolished to make way for the new health 
centre.  
 
 
 
 



OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 This detailed application seeks permission for the erection of a two and three 

storey development to provide an integrated health centre and associated 
services on a site located approximately 0.8 miles north-west of the town 
centre. The 0.68 hectare site is currently occupied in part by the Western 
Springs Infant School which was declared surplus in March 2006 and has now 
closed. The whole of the site is owned by Staffordshire County Council. There 
are a number of trees on site which are covered by a formal Preservation 
Order.  

 
1.2 The site adjoins residential development to the west and north, with the 

existing Western Springs Infant and Junior School to the south-east. The 
playing field and playground the Infant and Junior School are located to the 
south of the application site.  

 
1.3 Access to the site is to be off Winstanley Close/Lovatt Court. This will ensure 

that the health centre traffic is kept separate from the school traffic (including 
pedestrian movements). Access between the two sites will be prohibited by 
locked bollards.  

 
1.4 In design terms, the physical and visual mass of the building has been 

considered and a scheme has been developed around two interconnected 
blocks rather than a single building volume. The two blocks are then 
connected by a double height glazed atrium which will overlook landscaped 
courtyards.  

 
1.5 The massing of the building has been designed to respond to the context of the 

surrounding development. In this respect, the building steps down towards 
both the primary school and neighbouring residential properties. The mono-
pitch roof of the southern wing rises up to the discrete higher accommodation 
core (2.5-3 storey height) which itself is set back and hidden from the 
residential properties to the north. This results in a building which presents 
itself as essentially a two storey building. It is intended that the building will 
be constructed in predominantly brick and render.  

 
1.6 In order to try and alleviate the concerns of those residents in Catkin Walk 

adjoining the site, the building footprint has been moved some 2.5m away 
from the north-western site boundary with those properties with the applicants 
confirming that the existing boundary hedgerow is to remain (some residents 
had initially thought that the hedge was to be removed). 

 
1.7 The applicant has been involved in a number of discussions with your 

landscape officer in respect of the need to ensure that the existing trees on site 
covered by the Tree Preservation Order are retained in the development and 
that where there is a proposal to remove any trees justification for this has 
been substantiated. The discussions have also involved the provision of a 
comprehensive landscaping scheme for the site. These discussions are still on-
going and a verbal update will be available for members at the meeting. 

 



1.8 The landscaping arrangements referred to above have implications for the 
proposed car parking arrangements to serve the site as a balance has to be 
sought between tree retention and car parking provision. Again, the applicant 
has been in discussions with the County Highway Engineer. A revised layout 
has been submitted indicating 70no. car parking spaces, which is 26no. short 
(i.e. 96 spaces) of what would be expected to be provided in accordance with 
the requirements of the Council’s car parking standards.  

 
1.9 However, with the requirement for a Travel Plan (which has now been 

produced and agreed), the Highway Engineer has agreed to reduce the 
required number of car parking spaces to 85no. Accordingly, this shortfall of 
15no. is currently being addressed by the applicant (in conjunction with the 
Landscape Officer) and members will be updated verbally at the meeting.  

 
1.10 There is a small element of Green Space Network involved to the southern 

portion of the application site which would be lost to the development. This 
area of land is grassland not forming any part of the existing playing field 
which is to remain. It is not of any strategic importance and its incorporation 
into the development site is acceptable.  

 
1.11 The Police Liaison Officer’s comments have been taken on board by the 

applicants who have confirmed that the re will be secure site boundaries with 
Close Circuit Television arrangements to monitor the site 24 hours a day. 
Furthermore, the building has been designed and orientated so as to secure 
maximum supervision from staff at all times. Finally, staff safety has been 
safeguarded by secure car parking/building access arrangements. 

 
1.12     HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS
 

The proposals set out in the 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.  

 
1.13     CONCLUSIONS 
 

Whilst the concerns of the residents have been noted, (particularly the closure 
of the Aelfgar Surgery and the need to travel to Western Springs) the wider 
healthcare provision for the town has to be given greater weight and in this 
respect the applicants have confirmed that a number of options have been 
investigated (including keeping the existing arrangements in place), before 
reaching the conclusion that a new facility was the most appropriate option.  
 
In terms of the effect of the development on the adjoining local residents, your 
officers have been in negotiation with the applicants to ensure that all suitable 
boundary treatment is retained and that the building footprint has been 
relocated further away from the closest properties.  
 
The proposed development will not adversely affect the amenities of adjoining 
local residents. The design and appearance of the proposed building is 



acceptable and its contemporary design and layout will enhance the character 
and appearance of the area.  

 
Accordingly, the proposal is in compliance with the relevant local plan policy 
context. .  

 
Subject to the receipt of revised layout plans indicating satisfactory car 
parking provision and landscaping/tree retention and subject to the satisfactory 
completion of a Section 106 Agreement (in the form of a Unilateral 
Undertaking) relating to the requirement to contribute £2100 for the Travel 
Plan monitoring fee.  
 
 

 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- - CH/06/0485 
 
Highway Authority - Requires a 2.4m x 70m visibility splay and 

parking provision in accordance with local 
policy. 

Environment Agency - No objection subject to survey for landfill gas. 
Severn Trent Water - No objection subject to conditions relating to 

details of surface water drainage and diversion 
of sewer. 

Staffs County Property - No developer contribution for education 
required. 

Hednesford Town Council - Objects on the grounds that there are not enough 
car parking spaces to serve the number of flats. 

 
INTERNAL COMMENTS:- 
 
Environmental Health - Site investigation for landfill gas required. 
Landscape - Additional information required on proposed 

landscaping and management. 
Culture and Major Projects - Contribution to upgrade Howard Crescent open 

space required. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
The application has been advertised, site notice displayed and nearby occupiers notified 
resulting in 3 letters of objection making the following points:- 
 
1. Concern over height of building, loss of light and privacy. 
2. 22 parking spaces for 19 flats will result in more congestion in Eskrett Street. 
3. Row of healthy mature trees will be cut down resulting in adverse affect on local 

wildlife. 
4. Additional noise from car parking area. 
5. Development is out of character with rest of street. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/04/0285 Residential development (outline) demolition existing dwelling, approval 
Committee 11/1/06 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application seeks approval of reserved matters of layout, design, means of 

access and landscaping for a development of 19 flats (15 x 2 bed and 4 x 1 bed) 
on the site of 1 Eskrett Street which currently comprises a large Edwardian 
detached house and garden containing single storey outbuildings.  The site is 
opposite the Trent House 3 storey flats and Hen House public house and extends 



to the southern boundary with the flats currently under construction on the site of 
Lowlands Market Street.  To the west is a detached bungalow and to the east the 
nearest properties which are a mix of 2 and 3 storeys on Market Street. 

 
1.2 The outline permission referred to above was granted following completion of a 

S106 Agreement which provides for a financial contribution of £14k towards 
provision or improvement of public open space in the vicinity of the site payable 
on commencement of development.  The illustrative scheme submitted with this 
outline application indicated a development of 19 flats on 3 storeys and a 
condition was imposed restricting the number of flats to a maximum of 19. 

 
1.3 The layout follows the principle established at the outline stage with part of the 

block close to the highway boundary on the footprint of this existing house then 
stepping back to an archway entrance with car parking at the rear.  The central 
part of the block is the deepest part of the building with the part nearest to the 
bungalow at 7 Eskrett Street reduced in depth.  The whole block is 3 storeys with 
a pitched roof but with the flat above the archway entrance having dormers in the 
roofspace at 3rd floor level and 2 of the other flats in the central part of the block 
having rooflights in their en-suite bedrooms.  22 parking spaces are provided.   

 
1.4 The trees on the site frontage (a mixture of willow, sycamore and chestnut) are 

heavily pollarded and were recommended for removal at the outline stage by the 
Council’s Urban Forestry Officer.  All of the conifer hedges on the boundary with 
no. 7 would be removed and replaced by a 1.8m brick wall.  Part of the conifer 
hedge at the rear would be removed and 5 replacement trees planted, 4 at the front 
and 1 at the rear. 

 
1.5 The design details comprise traditional brick and tile with some rendered panels 

to break up the amount of brickwork and windows with artificial stone, heads and 
cills. 

 
1.6 The design and layout and landscaping proposal are considered to be acceptable 

for the edge of town centre location taking into account the existence of 3 storey 
flats and a 4 storey block to the rear.  The parking provision provides 1 space per 
flat with 3 visitor spaces a total of 22.  This is below the maximum standard for 
flats of 1.5 per unit which would require a total of 29 spaces.  The site is within 
easy walking distance of town centre car parks and the overall parking provision 
accords with the policy of reducing standards in such locations which was agreed 
by the Inspector in connection with the adjoining Lowlands development.  No 
waiting at any time restrictions exist on Eskrett Street across the site frontage. 

 
1.7 The comments of the Environment Agency and Severn Trent and Environmental 

Health are dealt with by conditions relating to drainage and site investigation.  
The issue of contribution to public open space was dealt with at the outline stage. 

 



1.8 Most of the issues raised by the objectors have dealt with above.  The siting of the 
part of the block adjoining 7 Eskrett Street meets spatial/daylight guidance.  
Windows in the side and rear elevation to the staircase area are recommend by 
condition to be obscure glazed to prevent any loss of privacy.  The car parking 
area is proposed to be screened by a brick wall to minimise any nuisance.  The 
site has no special wildlife value and most of the trees to be removed are non-
native conifers.  A condition is recommended requiring a bat survey. 

 
1.9 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 that application aims 
to secure the proper planning of the area in the public interest.  The potential 
interference with right under Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol has been 
considered and the recommendation is considered to strike an appropriate balance 
between the interests of the application and neighbouring property and therefore 
be proportionate. 

 
1.10 Conclusion 
 

The scheme accords with the general principles laid down at the outline stage.  
The design and layout is considered to be acceptable and all other issues are dealt 
with by appropriate conditions. 

 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- - CH/06/0525 
 
Parish Council - No objections. 
Highway Authority - No objections subject to standard conditions. 
Environment Agency - Site investigation needed to deal with any issues 

relating to nearby former landfill site. 
 
INTERNAL COMMENTS:- 
 
Landscape - Two semi-mature oak trees on the highway verge 

are suffering from root decay fungi and should be 
replaced with suitable alternative species. 

Environmental Health - Site investigation for landfill gas needed. 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notices displayed and nearby occupiers notified resulting in one letter of objection 
raising the following points:- 
 
1. There’s a TPO on the trees on the site. 
2. Access to Melbourne Road across the site has been rejected in connection with the 

building of no. 70. 
3. Access would cause obstruction for emergency vehicle. 
4. Melbourne Road is a busy road, bus route, an alternative route to Heath Hayes 

Primary School with a dangerous bend.  There has been a number of accidents. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 Outline consent is sought with all matters reserved for subsequent approval on a 

plot of land forming part of the rear garden of a large detached bungalow 205 
Wimblebury Road.  The garden leads onto Melbourne Road and between the 
carriageway and rear garden fence is a triangular area of Council owned amenity 
land containing the two trees referred to above.  The site is 26m wide and between 
13.5m to 21m deep. 

 
1.2 The main issue is whether the site can be developed by the erection of a single 

bungalow in a way which would be in character with the surrounding area and not 
have any adverse effect on the amenity of nearby residents. 

 
1.3 Development has already taken place at the rear of two adjoining properties 

creating two new bungalows fronting Melbourne Road.  The application site is 
wider but not as deep as the other plots.  Nevertheless it is of sufficient size to 
accommodate a bungalow with several choices of siting each of which could meet 
space and privacy standards.  Access would be across the Council owned verge 
and as it is on the outside of a bend, good visibility is available. 

 



1.4 In relation to the objection the following responses are offered:- 
 

1. The trees are not TPO’d, are in poor condition but replacements are being 
required. 

2. Access arrangements are acceptable to the Highway Authority.  
Melbourne Road is an estate distributor road which is of an appropriate 
standard to accommodate buses and emergency vehicles. 

 
1.5 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. 

 
1.6 Conclusion 
 

The site is considered to be suitable for infill development in the form of a single 
bungalow which could be designed to be in character with nearby existing 
development and not result in a loss of amenity to neighbouring properties.  
Conditions recommended relating to replacement planting, residential 
development to single storey and requiring a site investigation to deal with all the 
relevant planning issues. 

 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0544
 
Rugeley Town Council – Objected to the original proposal on the following grounds:- 
 

• The proposed extension would dominate the existing Old Mill building and be out 
of character in a conservation area. The extension would be built over the Old 
Mill with deep foundations and valuable archaeological artefacts and structures of 
old Rugeley lost. Increased traffic accessing the property would further disturb the 
old lane which should be kept as a quiet country lane. Provision for storage of 
rubbish bins is inadequate. The proposed staircase would be unsightly and would 
detract from the visual beauty of the Old Mill and be intrusive to the neighbouring 
property. The drawings submitted detailed further developments to be added in 
the future and agreement to this extension could possibly set a precedent.  

 
Landor Society – Objected to the original proposal on the following grounds:- 
 

• The existing outbuilding by projecting on three sides into Elmore Park would by 
the addition of a first floor (and the likely necessity of a complete rebuild) form a 
significant additional visual intrusion into the park at appoint where the park is 
particularly secluded and attractive. No screening from the park exists and none 
can be provided within the curtilage of the application site;  

 
• The elevated outdoor stairway would have an adverse visual effect and be highly 

visible from nearby properties, and the removal of the feature dormer windows on 
the north-west side of the main building is a concern as they are visible from the 
Western Springs Road when intervening trees are not in leaf; 

 
• The total of 18 car parking spaces on the premises would have considerable visual 

ill-effects on the quiet back-water character of this part of the conservation area 
and generate unacceptable additional traffic, and the removal of several 
consecutive sections of the boundary fence (visible form the nearby park 
entrance) for access would greatly add to the adverse effect; 

 
• The overall effect of the extensions would be to partially obscure the front 

elevation of the present building and produce a greater mass of uncoordinated 
buildings facing towards the two views from Sheep Fair. 

 
Any comments on the amended plans will be reported verbally.  
 
Landscape – No response at time of writing  
 
Highways – No objections 
 
SCC Historic Environments Officer – No concerns 
 
 



INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Environmental Health – No adverse comments 
 
Strategic Housing –  
 
Make detailed comments about internal fire protection details, which will be dealt with 
under building regulations.  
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified – Four letters of objection received stating the following:- 
 

• The property does not have adequate fire and safety regulations approval; 
 

• The proposal will lead to a loss of existing views, privacy and character, being out 
of keeping with the existing Conservation Area; 

 
• The property lies within an area of special architectural and historic interest, the 

proposals due to the need for deep foundations will result in the loss of 
archaeological artefacts and structures; 

 
• The proposal will lead to additional vehicle movement along a quiet lane, leading 

to increased noise and pollution; 
 

• The proposal does not provide an adequate bin storage area, leading to increased 
vermin in the area due to collection of bins only occurring every two weeks; 

 
• The proposed staircase to the rear of the property will lead to a loss of visual 

beauty and overlooking; 
 

• If the proposal is approved a precedent will be set for further development in the 
area. 

 
HISTORY
 
CH/87/0257 – The conversion of mill to a dwelling house, approved 24/06/1987. 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1    The application originally comprised the conversion of an existing outbuilding    

into one self contained flat by adding a single and second storey extension and the 
conversion of the main building from the existing two flats into four flats. 

 
 
 



1.2    The property known as the Old Mill, Sheepfair, Rugeley is a large detached  
dwelling lying at the end of a quiet lane situated within the Sheepfair/Bow Street 
Conservation Area. The topography of the site leads to a step in levels, with the 
front elevation of the premises being two storey with three dormers to the roof 
space, while the rear elevation takes the form of single storey with five dormers to 
the roof space; a wooden structured stairway to the northern side elevation leads 
from the lower front area to the elevated rear area. 

 
1.3    The main building will be divided into four self-contained flats with flat No.1  

being located over three floors, the remaining three units being positioned on one 
floor each. A new stairway will be situated to the rear elevation leading to the roof 
area where two dormers will be removed and an entrance/exit created.  

 
1.4       Amended plans have been received deleting the proposed extension of the  

single storey out house and adjoining extension to the front. The amended 
proposal is solely seeking consent for the division of the main building into four 
self-contained flats, seeing the removal of two of the existing dormers to the rear 
roof elevation and a newly created exit/entrance and stairway to the rear. 

 
1.5  To property benefits from a hardstanding car parking section to the front  

within the large 52 metres in length garden area, which is bounded by a wall to 
the southern edge; parts of this wall appears original. A stepped walkway to the 
northern edge of the property leads to the rear garden area measuring 26 square 
metres, which at present is largely unkempt; a number of trees within both the 
front and rear areas exist, however none are subject to Tree Preservation Orders. 

 
1.6 It is considered that the amended proposal to divide the main building into four 

flats is acceptable, in addition the re-positioning of the access door and 
access/escape stairs to the rear alleviates issues regarding loss of privacy and 
overlooking to the adjacent properties rear amenity area.  

 
1.7       In regard to the four letters of objection received from the occupiers of  

neighbouring properties and the objection from Rugeley Town Council; issues 
surrounding fire regulations are a building control issue and not planning. The 
issues relating to the additional building being out of keeping, loss of character 
and views and foundations are now not relevant, as this area of the proposal is 
deleted from the scheme. While the proposal will lead to additional vehicle 
movement along this quiet lane, county highways have no objections to the 
scheme. The addition of the stairway to the rear has been amended to alleviate any 
issues regarding loss of privacy to neighbouring dwellings. The stairway is 
situated from the southern edge of the property rather than the originally proposed 
northern edge, being moved along the rear of the property by an additional 1.8 
metres. No applications have been received to further develop the site. 
Neighbouring properties and the town council have been re-consulted on the 
amended plans; responses are awaited and will be reported verbally to committee. 

 



1.8       The Landor society raise a number of reasons for objection; the issues of loss        
of character, the proposal partially obscuring the building and lack of screening 
are now not relevant as they were directed towards the extension element of the 
scheme. The issue of the elevated outdoor stairway having an adverse visual 
effect and been highly visible from nearby properties has been partially alleviated 
due to the repositioning of the stairway. The amended proposals have been 
forwarded to the council conservation officer, who offers no objections to the 
amended scheme. 

 
1.9      It is considered that the amended scheme will not detract form the visual    

amenity of neighbouring properties or the Conservation Area as a whole. It is 
therefore considered that the proposed amended plans alleviate the majority of the 
issues raised by objectors and the amended scheme to convert the existing 
building into four flats is deemed acceptable.  

 
Human Rights Act
 
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

 
In conclusion, it is considered that the building can be divided into four flats with the 
addition of the stairway to the rear without adversely affecting the setting into and out of 
the Sheepfair/Bow Street Conservation Area, or neighbouring properties, therefore 
approval is recommended.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0547 
 
Staffordshire County Highway Engineer has no objections subject to conditions.  
 
INTERNAL ADVICE 
 
Landscape and Trees have no objections subject to conditions 
 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY 
 
Site Notice/Neighbour Notification - Six responses rec’d to date – Objections on the 
grounds of detrimental impact upon visual amenity and traditional pattern of 
development, and character of the area, and lack of parking in the area.  
 
HISTORY 
 
CH/03/0768 Residential Development – Refused 17.12.03. (Committee). 
 
CH/06/0179 Conversion of existing outbuilding to dwelling with single storey 

extension. Refused 19.04.06. (Delegated). 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 Members will recall that they were minded to approve this application but the 

decision was deferred at the last Planning Control Committee meeting to allow 
further discussions to take place with the applicant in order to ascertain 
whether or not the existing trees to the rear of the site adjacent to 2 Victoria 
Street could be retained and whether or not there was scope to provide any 
additional car parking spaces within the site curtilage.  

 
1.2 The applicant has now produced an amended plan indicating that a third car 

parking space can be provided to the side of the building, which will involve 
the removal of a section of the existing 1.8m high close boarded fencing with 
some removable bollards. 

 
1.3 The landscape officer has assessed the existing tree and hedge arrangements 

on  
site and considers that with the exception of the existing hawthorn hedge to the 
western boundary which should be retained, the site has no formal landscape 
designation and that as a consequence, there are no objections to the removal 
of the existing trees. The applicant has now produced an amended plan to 
indicate the replacement planting of three trees on site and this is deemed to be 
acceptable.  

 
1.4 Members will recall that the application seeks consent to extend and convert 

an existing two storey outbuilding to form a one bedroom detached property 
with an associated amenity area.  

 
1.5 The area is characterised by terraced properties with rear amenity space and in 

many instances off road parking. The application is for residential 



development and should be judged against the relevant planning policies 
mentioned above and then any other material considerations. 

 
1.6 In this particular case the most relevant policies are B8 (Design Principles of 

New Development) and H3 (Design).  The main criteria that arise from this 
policy that the application should be judged against are density, character of 
the area, impact on residential amenity and traffic implications. 

 
1.7 The building forms an established part of the street scene in this location. Its 

conversion together with a modest single storey extension, to form a modest 
dwelling is acceptable.  

 
1.8 The car parking arrangements are consistent with a development in close 

proximity to the Town Centre. The Highway Authority has no objections to 
the proposals.   

 
1.9 Human Rights Act 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 
aims to secure the proper planning of the area in the public interest.  The 
potential interference with rights under Article 8 and Article 1 of the First 
Protocol has been considered and the recommendation is considered to strike 
an appropriate balance between the interests of the applicant and neighbouring 
property and therefore be proportionate.  

1.10 Conclusions 
 

It is considered that the use of the building for residential purposes is 
acceptable and will not have an adverse impact on the amenities of the 
adjoining local residents or the character and appearance of the area. Approval 
is therefore recommended.  

 
 
 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- - CH/06/0567 
 
Rugeley Town Council - Plans are inadequate to make comment on 
 
REPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
A site notice has been displayed and adjoining occupiers notified resulting in 3 letters 
of objection raising the following points:- 
 
1. The proposed footprint of the dwelling is considerably larger than the existing, 

it will be suitable for families making more noise and result in overlooking. 
2. Development will have an adverse impact on the character of the AONB. 
3. A sycamore tree has been incorrectly referred to by the applicant at 5 East 

Butts Road whereas it is sited at 134 Chaseley Road. 
 
Any further comments on amended plans will be reported verbally. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 Outline consent is sought with the access and layout specified for the 

redevelopment of an existing bungalow and its replacement by a 2 storey 
dwelling.  The site is one of 4 properties fronting Chaseley Road between East 
Butts Road and West Butts Road two of which are 2 storey houses and 2 
bungalows.  The bungalow on the application site is a pre-war residential 
building with a corrugated asbestos roof and is of no architectural merit. 

 
1.2 The main issues is whether the site is suitable for redevelopment with a 2 

storey dwelling and if so, how big the footprint should be.  The site is 
rectangular with a frontage of 17.5m and depth of 34m.  The originally 
proposed footprint was 12m wide and 14m deep.  This was considered by your 
officers to be too large taking account of the size of the plot and the general 
size of nearby properties on similar plots.  The applicant has agreed to reduce 
the size to 11m x 12m in accordance with your officers advice.  It is 
considered that a building of this size could be designed to fit in with the 
character of existing development in the vicinity. 

 
1.3 In relation to height the applicant indicates a maximum height of 8m for a two 

storey dwelling which would be similar to some of the existing dwellings in 
the area.  Also of the adjoining properties are 2 storey apart from the bungalow 
at no. 134.  The reduction in size would achieve appropriate separation 
distances between existing properties in a way which would avoid an 
overbearing impact.  Overlooking would not be a problem provided that all 
principal windows faced front and rear.  This would be an issue to be 
addressed at detailed design stage. 

 
1.4 Most of the objectors’ comments have been dealt with above.  The fact that 

families might make more noise than a single occupier is not considered to 
carry any weight as a planning argument.  Your officers are satisfied that a 
design could be achieved which would be in character with the surrounding 
residential area.  The sycamore tree is not affected by the development. 



 
1.5 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. 

 
1.6 Conclusion 
 

The reduced footprint layout is considered to be appropriate to the plot 
enabling any detailed design to be compatible with the general character of 
development in the locality. 

 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- CH/06/0569 
 
Highway Authority - No objection. 
Hednesford Town Council - Objects on the basis that potential traffic from 

other developments will already result in excess 
traffic on Stanley Road. 

 
EXTERNAL CONSULTATION:- 
 
Landscape - Detailed tree survey required.  
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Site notices displayed and 25 neighbouring properties notified resulting in one letter 
of objection raising the following issues:- 
 
1. Devaluation of property. 
2. Potential loss of privacy. 
3. Concern about loss of trees. 
4. Widening of drive would result in loss of privet hedge. 
5. More noise, dust and traffic including disturbance with construction. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/98/0396 – Residential Development Outline Refused (Committee) 16.9.98 appeal 
dismissed. 
CH/04/0871 – Residential Development Outline – Withdrawn. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application relates to a site which originally contained 8 lock-up garages 

having an area of 1,200 m2 sited to the rear of a pair of semi-detached 
properties which front Stanley Road and at the bottom of rear garden of 
properties on Greenheath Road.  The site is vacant and the last use was for 
caravan storage.  

 
1.2 Outline consent is sought with access specified for the erection of 2 detached 

dwellings.  The access would involve widening the driveway which runs 
alongside one of the semi-detached properties. 

 
1.3 The main issues are whether development of 2 properties could be achieved 

without adverse effect on the amenities of adjoining residents, the potential 
impact on vegetation around the site and the suitability of this access. 

 
1.4 The site is previously developed land within a predominantly residential part 

of the urban area and therefore in principle suitable for development.  The 
scale of development proposed would be compatible with nearby existing 
development provided that the dwellings were restricted to 2 storey in height.  
Space and privacy distances could easily be met. 

 



1.5 At the time of the 1998 application which was dismissed at appeal the 
availability of land for access was only between 2.7m and 3.1m which the 
Inspector considered to be inadequate.  Although he considered that the site 
was in principle suitable for residential development, the inadequacy of the 
access was the deciding factor.  This problem has been addressed with the 
current application and the Highway Authority has no objection.  Stanley 
Road is due to be improved in connection with residential development on the 
former builders yard opposite the site. 

 
1.6 In relation to the objection devaluation is not a planning consideration and as 

noted above this site is large enough to accommodate 2 dwellings and met 
privacy distance standards. 

 
1.7 All the trees are on the site boundary and full survey information would be 

needed in connection with any detailed application to assess the relationship 
between the trees and siting of dwellings.  Some temporary disturbance is 
inevitable during construction processes but no traffic would need to pass the 
objector’s property. 

 
1.8 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 
individual’s 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 the proposals 
comply with Local Plan Policy and are proportionate. 

 
1.9 Conclusion 
 

The previous problem with access to the site has been overcome.  The site is 
previously development land capable of accommodating 2 dwellings in an 
appropriate manner. 

 



INTERNAL COMMENTS:-  CH/06/0579 
 
Landscape and Countryside - No objection to removal of a section of 

boundary hedge and replacement with fencing 
but the owners consent will be required. 

 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Adjacent occupiers notify.  Letter of objection received from the neighbour on the 
following grounds:- 
 
The boundary hedge, which belongs to the objectors, should be retained to retain 
security and amenity, with the wall of the extension moved further from the hedge 
together with adjustment of the position of the rainwater pipe.  Objector will not be 
giving permission for removal of the hedge. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/06/0388 – Single storey extension to rear – withdrawn 25/7/06. 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application is a resubmission of a proposed single storey extension to rear.  

It would replace an existing conservatory with a hipped roofed extension to 
the kitchen and bedrooms enabling the internal layout to be replanned.  There 
would be no change in the number of existing bedrooms (three). 

 
1.2 The site comprises a semi-detached bungalow with a frontage to the A5 in 

Bridgtown.  A 2m high mature privet hedge separates the garden of the site 
from the adjacent garden at no. 43, the other half of the semi. 

 
1.3 The proposal has been reduced in size since the last application to avoid 

overshadowing of the window of the adjacent dwelling.  It would stand close 
to the side boundary and would require removal of a 2m length of the 
boundary hedge which would be replaced by a 1.5m high close boarded fence 
on concrete posts.  The remainder of the hedge would not be affected. 

 
1.4 The neighbour has suggested amendments which could enable the hedge to be 

retained, however, to reduce the size of the proposed extension further would 
make operation of the internal space difficult, and unless the extension is 
moved much further from the boundary, the excavation for foundations will 
still not allow the hedge to survive.  The rainwater pipe also serves the 
neighbours property, and the architect advises that it should remain connected 
to the existing drainage point.  The neighbours concerns have therefore not 
been able to be addressed, despite several exchanges of correspondence. 

 
1.5 The proposed extension would project 1.7m from the existing rear elevation 

alongside the boundary and therefore it complies with the Council’s 
extensions design guide.  There would be no increase in number of bedrooms 
and the existing parking situation would not be affected.  The section of hedge 



would be replaced with good quality fencing, subject to the neighbours 
consent, and providing and amenity of both properties would be maintained at 
an acceptable level. 

 
1.6 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 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
 

The proposal is considered acceptable in planning terms and approval is 
recommended. 

 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0590 
 
Travel Management and 
Safety: 

This application should be refused for the following 
reasons:- 

 
1. The proposed development fails to provide sufficient space to accommodate a 

standing vehicle between the gates and the highway boundary and consequently 
parked vehicles could cause an obstruction to the public highway with consequent 
risk to public safety. 

 
2. The proposed development fails to make adequate provision for the parking and 

turning of vehicles within the site curtilage resulting in an increase in the 
likelihood of vehicles having to manoeuvre into the Rishworth Avenue. 

  
Rugeley Town Council –  No objection provided that the conservation guidelines 

are followed throughout the process. 
 
The Landor Society –   This Society is not aware of any particularly historical 

importance being attached to the outbuilding and its 
conversion with the additional of the conservatory, as 
proposed, is considered to be acceptable. The proposed 
landscaping is not seen as a problem although we are 
unable to comment on vehicular access from Rishworth 
Avenue. With respect to the canal conservation area the 
effect of the proposal would, it is thought, be 
satisfactory and no objection is raised. 

 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Site notice posted and adjacent occupiers notified with no letters of objection 
received. 
 
OBSERVATIONS  
 
1.1 The application seeks consent for the conversion of the outbuilding adjacent to 

76 Wolseley Road, Rugeley into one residential dwelling and conservatory 
extension. The site is outside but adjacent to the Trent and Mersey Canal 
Conservation Area. The site comprises a single storey outbuilding adjacent to 
the main house at 76 Wolseley Road.  

 
1.2 The buildings appear to be a similar date, approx 19th Century, and the house 

stands on level ground beside the canal, with the outbuilding west of the house 
at a higher level (by one storey approx). A concrete block wall forms the 
boundary with Rishworth Avenue, together with shrub planting on the road 
side and conifer trees on the garden side. Rishworth Avenue comprises a 
development of modern houses from the 1970’s approximately which all back 
onto the Canal. Walls of the outbuilding are white render to match the house, 
with small blue/red clay tiles on a pitched roof. 

 



1.3 Local Plan Policy B4 deals with development affecting the setting of 
conservation areas. It states that design, size, form and materials should be in 
harmony with the conservation area, it should ensure views in and out of the 
conservation area will remain unspoilt, and adjacent to the Canal should 
reflect the character of the Canal.  The Council’s Conservation Officer states 
no objection is raised in principle on conservation grounds and that the 
proposal seems generally in accordance with Policy B4 and will preserve or 
enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, ensuring that 
views in and out remain unspoilt.  

 
1.4 The existing outbuilding is 5m wide by 9.9m in length. The conversion of the 

outbuilding will accommodate a bedroom, bathroom and kitchen/living area. 
A conservatory is proposed on the north elevation measuring 3m wide by 3.2m 
in length and 3.1m high, increasing the floor area of the dwelling. A 
conservation roof light is proposed in the roof serving the bathroom which will 
have a low profile and coloured black. 

  
1.5 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.  The proposal meets the requirements of this 
policy.  

 
1.6 The outbuilding is sited on higher ground than the existing property of 76 

Wolseley Road which is a two storey dwelling and there are steps leading 
down from the proposed garden area of the outbuilding conversion to the 
existing garden area of no. 76. However the two properties will be divided by 
climbing plants on a trellis. This boundary treatment is important as will face 
the canal. A holly hedge is proposed to be planted to the north of the 
outbuilding to divide the properties to the front of 76 Wolseley Road. 

 
1.7 Further to comments received from the Landscape Section the Leylandii hedge 

adjacent the boundary with 26 Rishworth Avenue is to be removed and 
replaced with a holly hedge. The proposed planting as part of a new 
landscaping scheme will need to be provided and a condition has been 
recommended for this information to be submitted and approved before any 
development commences. 

 
1.8 In regard to the objections received from the Highway Authority, the applicant 

has shown the parking area having a minimum width of 4.8m to allow two 
vehicles to park off the road. A condition has been recommended preventing 
the installation of 2m high wooden gates, which would overcome the first 
reason for refusal by the highway officers. However the second reason for 
refusal is that cars would have to reverse off the drive for a long distance, 
which would be a danger to highway users.  The property is located at the end 
of a cul-de-sac off a minor road within a residential area and would therefore 
not create a significant danger to road users, and the situation is the same as 
other properties in Rishworth Avenue where vehicles have to reverse off their 
drives.  

 



1.9 To retain privacy to the neighbouring properties, the windows in the side 
elevation facing 76 Wolseley Road is to be conditioned to be obscure glazed 
and an additional condition recommended preventing further windows to be 
installed on the side elevation. It is considered that the proposal will not be out 
of character with the surrounding area, located in a residential area and the 
proposal meets parking standards. 

 
1.10 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. 

 
1.11 Conclusion 

 
In conclusion, it is considered that the site can be developed without adversely 
affecting the neighbouring properties or the character of the area and as such, 
is acceptable. 

 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- CH/06/0605 
 
Environment Agency - No objection subject to compliance with 

Pollution Prevention Guidance Note. 
Brindley Heath Parish Council - Recommends refusal as site is already 

over-developed and this would add to the 
problem; this is a visual intrusion within a 
sensitive area of Green Belt; and there are 
already too many horses stabled at this site 
which is being converted to a large 
commercial yard. 

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

conditions. 
Landscape and Countryside - No objection subject to condition. 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
Adjacent occupiers notified and site notice posted. 
1  letter of objection received on the following grounds:- 
 
- The site is already grossly overdeveloped and no further development of any 

kind should be considered. 
- Understand there are already seventeen horses kept on the site, proposal would 

bring this up to nineteen. 
- Road safety of riders on Stafford Brook Road an issue. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/97/0133 – Stable block and two lakes – refused 13/8/97 (Committee) allowed on 
appeal 
CH/01/0142 – Replacement barn – approved 23/5/01 (Committee) 
CH/01/0631 – Change of use part of cattle shed to stabling of horses – approved 
30/1/02 (Committee) 
CH/02/0375 – Ménage and horse exercises – approved 5/9/02 (Committee) 
CH/05/0442 – Temporary equestrian dwelling – refused 16/8/05 (Delegated) 
CH/05/0598 – Temporary equestrian dwelling – refused 12/10/05 (Delegated) 
CH/06/0252 – Temporary equestrian dwelling – refused 21/6/06 (Committee) 
 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 The application proposes an extension to existing accommodation at Stafford 

Brook Stables.  The scheme comprises an L-shaped block attached to the 
north-east end of the existing stable block, 9m and 7.2m along the two long 
sides of the L.  The block would accommodate two new loose boxes and a 
storeroom.  Proposed roof and wall materials are timber, similar to the 
existing. 

 



1.2 The site of the proposal consists of a small complex of buildings at the end of 
a long access drive off Stafford Brook Road.  It is principally used as a DIY 
livery stables with a fishing pool and cattle rearing enterprise, all within the 
same planning unit.  Fields adjoining the stables are used for grazing horses.  
Parking and turning space exists between the buildings. 

 
1.3 The area is within the Green Belt and AONB.  To the south-west of the site is 

a Site of Special Scientific Interest.  The barns and stable buildings are 
generally well screened by existing trees and other vegetation. 

 
1.4 The proposal would be closely related to existing buildings, well screened 

from public view and designed and constructed similar to existing buildings, 
appropriate to its surroundings all in accordance with Green Belt and AONB 
policy.  It would have no detrimental effect on existing vegetation or the SSSI.  

 
1.5 An objection has been received from the Parish Council and from the occupier 

of an neighbouring property, concerned principally at overdevelopment and 
visual intrusion.  The proposed small increase in facilities at the livery stables 
is not considered to amount to overdevelopment of the site, taking into account 
of the fact that there is 10.53 ha (26 acres) of grazing and exercising land 
associated with the use within the applicant’s control and a further 12 ha (31 
acres) on annual grazing agreements.  The riders are not entirely dependant on 
Stafford Brook Road for access as in conjunction with earlier applications the 
applicant has confirmed that there is access to the surrounding countryside for 
horses over adjacent private land.  Waste material would be stored in the 
existing muck bund and disposed of in accordance with current agricultural 
practice. 

 
1.6 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 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
 

The proposal is considered to comply with Local Plan Policy and approved is 
recommended. 

 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0617
 
Rugeley Town Council –  
 
Members feel that the proposed should be set back to avoid a terracing effect.  
 
INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Landscape – No objections subject to conditions 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified –  
 
Two letters of objection received, regarding the visual impact of the proposal on 
adjoining properties on Woodcock Road. Additionally, concerns are raised regarding 
the possible impact on access to garages which lie to the rear of properties on 
Woodcock Road, while the proposal is being constructed. 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for the construction of a two storey extension to the  

side and porch to the front of 3 Chieveley Close, Etchinghill. The property is a 
semi-detached dwelling constructed in red brick lying within a residential cul-de-
sac; other properties within close proximity are of similar design. The cul-de-sac 
rises in a southerly direction, with adjacent neighbours on Woodcock Road to the 
north lying at a lower level. 

 
1.2 The proposed two storey element will be for the creation of a kitchen and W.C to 

the ground floor and an en-suite bedroom to the first floor, making the property 
four bed. The measurements of the proposal will be 2.5 metres in width, 8.8m in 
length and 6.8m in height to pitch, 4.5m to eaves, matching the existing ridge and 
eaves height of the property. The proposed porch will be situated towards the 
centre of the front elevation of the property, measuring 2.25m in width, 1.2m in 
depth and 2.8m in height to pitch, 2.2m to eaves. 

 
1.3 The existing boundaries to the rear consist entirely of 1.8m high fencing; a  

detached garage exists within the rear garden area, which is to be retained. To the 
front area lies an open plan garden and hardstanding drive capable of the parking 
of two vehicles, further parking provision can be found on the existing grassed 
area. Once the proposals are complete enough amenity space will remain. 

 
 
 
 
1.4 In regards to the two letters of objection received from the occupiers of 

neighbouring properties on Woodcock Road. In regards to the visual impact of the 
proposal; while the property in question does lie at a higher level than these 
properties, the distance between the proposed two storey side extension and the 
rear elevation of these properties is 15.25 metres, with a communal parking area 



between the properties, meeting council guidance in terms of the minimum 
distance required which is 13.7m. Additionally, no windows are proposed in the 
side elevation adjacent to these dwellings, therefore it is considered that the 
proposal is acceptable in terms of visual impact. In addition, concerns are raised 
regarding the possible impact on access to garages which lie to the rear of 
properties on Woodcock Road during construction; this is a private matter and not 
a planning consideration.  

 
1.5 Rugeley Town Council expresses concerns regarding the proposal leading to a 

terracing effect, and the Council’s landscape officers have requested replacement 
tree planting and details of car parking area layout and construction. In response to 
these requests, amended plans have been requested showing a 0.5-1 metre set back 
to the first storey front elevation of the proposal, which will alleviate the issue of 
terracing, additionally further landscaping details have also been requested. 
 

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 affect the visual amenity of the street scene or 
neighbouring properties. Therefore approval is recommended subject to the conditions 
set out above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0627 
 
Brereton & Ravenhill Parish Council – No objection 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Adjacent occupiers notified with one letter of objection received objecting on the 
following grounds: 
 
1. The property is very close to the rear boundary of 44 Thompson Road and this 

extension will move the gable much closer to the neighbour affecting the amenity 
of the neighbour. 

 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1 The applicant seeks consent for a first storey side extension at 14 Lees Close, 

Brereton. The extension will be built over the existing garage and kitchen 
extension, which was approved under planning permission CH/04/0262. The 
extension is 3.1m wide to the front for a length of 6.05m before reducing to 
2m in width for 2.8m in length. The first floor extension projects 1.3m past the 
front of the existing dwelling. The first floor will accommodate an additional 
bedroom and extension to the existing bathroom.  

 
1.2 The neighbouring property of 44 Thompson Road has objected due to the 

distance the extension will be away from the boundary and that the gable end 
will be more prominent. However the proposed extension meets council 
design guidance with the extension being located approximately 17m from the 
rear of the neighbouring property. 

 
1.3 Council adopted Residential Extension Design Guidance requires a distance of 

13.7m from a side gable end elevation of an extension to the rear of the 
principal windows of a neighbouring property. The extension will be over 3m 
further away than this required distance. Also 14 Lees Close is sited on lower 
ground than the neighbouring property by approximately 1.5m and there is a 
2m high conifer hedge adjacent the rear boundary which will help screen a 
first floor extension above the existing garage extension. 

 
1.4 It is not considered that the extension will reduce amenity to the neighbouring 

properties to any significant degree, being designed to be in keeping with the 
scale and character of the property and 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 
 

In conclusion, it is considered that the proposal will not have an adverse affect 
on the neighbouring properties or the character of the area and as such, is 
acceptable. 

 
 
 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS:- CH/06/0635 
 
Heath Hayes & Wimblebury 
Parish Council 

- Agree the need for play facilities and the need 
to protect the quality of life of nearby 
residents.  The plans are not as beneficial as 
they could be with built play areas replacing 
open kick-about area.  Concern about 
potential damage to equipment and would 
wish there to be clearer view into the area for 
the benefit of safety and security 

Police Architectural Liaison 
Officer 

- No response.  Comments on previous 
application were that location and style of 
equipment appeared to be in order from crime 
reduction point of view.  Density of planting 
and positioning of some of the landscaping 
needs further consideration. 

 
INTERNAL ADVICE:- 
 
Environmental Health - No adverse comments.  The sites have been 

subject to anti-social behaviour in recent 
months but scheme has been designed to 
reduce this particularly with removal of 
wheeled sports play area. 

Landscape - No objection subject to conditions concerning 
maintenance and management of existing and 
proposed planting. 

 
RESPONSES TO PUBLICITY:- 
 
The application has been advertised in the press, site notices displayed and 105 
occupiers of nearby properties notified resulting in 7 letters of objection stating the 
following issues:- 
 
1. Will add to litter, vandalism and anti social behaviour. 
2. Adverse affect on property values. 
3. There is no provision to close the facility in the evening and no-one patrolling 

the site to ensure its correct use. 
4. The area requires no more than routine maintenance, grass cutting, replanting 

of shrubs/trees and regular litter collecting. 
5. Support for omission of wheeled sports facilities but still concern about abuse 

of the area as the facilities will still encourage anti-social behaviour. 
 
County Councillors Woodward and O’Leary object on the grounds that the inclusion 
of equipment for older children will still result in nuisances to nearby residents. 
 
HISTORY:- 
 
CH/06/0374 – Play areas and associated works Meadow Way and Hayes Way, Heath 
Hayes – Refused 23/8/06 Committee. 



 
OBSERVATIONS:- 
 
1.1 This is a resubmission of application CH/02/0374 proposing new formal play 

facilities at the Hayes Way and Meadow Way Play Areas but omitting the 
wheeled sports facilities at Meadow Way.  The proposals therefore comprise:- 

 
 Meadow Way Play Area

• Replace 2 worn out equipped areas on the edge of the site with 2 modern 
equipped ones in the centre of the site, one for juniors up to age 11, one for 
older children 11-14 together with an informal grassed area with goalposts 
and new pathways across the centre of the site.  The site formerly proposed 
for wheeled sports is proposed to be a grassed area. 

• New ground modelling, removal of some planting around the edges and 
new tree planting within the site. 

 
Hayes Way Play Area 
• Replacing a former small play area which currently has no equipment with 

a new toddlers play area alongside the main path containing 6 pieces of 
equipment together with a grassed area for informal play. 

• New ground modelling and tree planting. 
 
1.2 Both sites are located within modern residential development within the Heath 

Hayes area and are both existing open spaces with existing play areas within 
the site boundaries. 

 
1.3 The Policies of relevance in this case are B8 (Design Principles of New 

Development).  This policy specifies that new development shall “be well 
related within the development” and “be in sympathy and enhance the 
character and appearance of the local area” and the Policy of Recreation 
and Access (TR5) this states that “The increased provision of suitable 
recreational facilities and access arrangements will be encouraged 
provided they are appropriate to the location and nature of the area”.  
The new play facilities will form an important recreational resource in the area 
with suitable buffers between the play areas and residential properties.  The 
buffer distances in all cases meet or exceed the requirements for space 
between play areas and residential properties set out in the National Playing 
Fields Association Standards. 

 
1.4 The previous application was refused for the following reason:- 
 

‘The introduction of wheeled skating facilities at the Meadow Way 
play area would be likely to result in a loss of amenity to nearby 
residents as a result of increased noise and activity in close proximity 
to residential properties.’ 

 
The omission of this element of the proposals in the current application has 
therefore addressed the reason for refusal. 

 



1.5 In relation to issue raised by the Parish and previously by the Police, the layout 
of both sites have been designed to provide a balance between adequate 
screening and natural surveillance which your officer consider to be 
reasonable. 

 
1.6 Objections have been put forward by local residents as in the case of the 

previous application largely focused on anti-social behaviour taking place at 
the site and the consequences of this in relation to nuisance to residents as a 
result of noise, litter and vandalism.  These are matters which relate to the 
management of the site which would need to be addressed whether or not 
replacement play equipment was being provided.  There is a well established 
requirement to meet the play needs of children of all age groups close to where 
they live and as noted above the design and layout follows accepted national 
guidelines on distances from residential properties.  In relation to the other 
comment made by the Parish Council, whilst the informal grassed areas are 
reduced in size, there is considered to be a reasonable balance between formal 
and informal play opportunities on both sites. 

 
1.7 Human Rights Act 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. 

 
1.8 Conclusion 
 

It is acknowledged that provision of formal play areas for children in this area 
is a controversial issue.  There is a clearly identified need for such facilities on 
an estate of this size.  The proposals have been designed to meet the 
appropriate standards and it is considered that the overall community benefit 
of providing such facilities in this way should be given greater weight than 
concerns about anti-social behaviour which would in any case need to be 
addressed with or without these proposals. 

 



EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS – CH/06/0639
 
Brereton & Ravenhill Parish Council – No objections 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Near neighbours notified –  
 
One letter of objection received regarding the proposal leading to a loss of light to the 
rear of a neighbouring property. 
 
HISTORY 
 
CH/76/0485 – Garage, approved 12/11/1976; 
 
CH/79/0672 – Carport, canopy and lounge extension, approved 07/11/1979; 
 
CH/06/0494 – Single and two storey extension to rear, delegated refusal, 14/08/2006. 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.1  The application seeks consent for the erection of a first and single storey rear 

extension to incorporate a small utility to the ground floor and an additional 
en-suite bedroom to the first floor. The proposal will match the architectural 
style of the main unit. 

 
1.2 The site comprises a detached red brick property fronting onto Armitage Road 

and is adjoined by residential properties on all remaining sides; no uniformity 
in house design exists. The property benefits from a large rear amenity area 
with detached garage, bounded by a variety of fencing and bushes. To the side 
and front parking provision for 4 vehicles exists.   

 
1.3  The measurements of the ground floor extension will be 3.32 metres in depth, 

2.7m in width and 2.7m in height, being flat roof and situated to the side of an 
existing flat roof area. The first floor extension will be situated above an 
existing flat roof area measuring 3.94m in depth and 6.15m in width, the 
height will be to match the existing ridge and eaves height.  

 
1.4 The application is a resubmission of a previously refused scheme 

(CH/06/0494) which was refused for the following reason:- 
 

“The sustantial size of the first floor extension located directly adjacent to the 
common boundary with 68 Armitage Road will produce an overbearing 
development on the private amenity area of this property, contrary to Local 
Plan Policies H3 (Design) and B8 (Design Principles of New Development) 
of the Adopted Cannock Chase Local Plan 1997, and Adopted Supplementary 
Planning Guidance on the Design of Residential Extensions 2003”. 
 
However, the current proposal sees the first floor extension reduced from 
7.3m in depth covering the whole of the existing ground floor area to 3.94m. 



 
1.5 In response to the letter of objection; whilst the previously refused application 

CH/06/0494 clearly affected light into the rear windows of neighbour No.68, 
which are believed to lead to a ground floor kitchen area and a first floor 
bedroom,  this scheme meets council guidance on daylight standards. 

 
1.6 The council’s daylight standards are met, with no windows leading to 

habitable rooms being affected by the proposal, car parking standards will be 
met through four parking spaces to the front of the dwelling and the detached 
garage in the rear garden area. It is not felt that neighbours visual amenity will 
be significantly affected and there are no issues relating to trees.  

 
HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 
 
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 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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