


3 Key Issues and Reasons for Recommendations 
 
3.1 Local Plan Part 1 forms the central part of the local development plan 

and brings together and continues the work previously developed as 
the Cannock Chase Core Strategy and Rugeley Town Centre Area 
Action Plan. It sets out the guiding principles and strategic policies for 
development during the plan period (2006 – 2028). It also provides 
policy for use in Development Management and for Rugeley Town 
Centre. Local Plan Part 2 will set out allocations and provide standards 
for such matters as open space, car parking and certain developer 
contributions.  

 
3.2 Local Plan Part 1 has been written to reflect national changes including 

the introduction of the Localism Act 2011, which amongst other things 
allows for the revocation of Regional Strategies and removal of saved 
structure plan policies, the recently published National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  

 
3.3  Publication - Before Local Plan Part 1 is submitted for examination by 

a Government appointed inspector, there is a proposed submission 
stage requiring the document to be formally published, together with 
the completed proportionate evidence base and comments invited on 
its soundness. A summary of responses received to the Local Plan Part 
1 as part of this stage is attached as appendix 1 including 
recommendation actions for each response. Where it is considered 
possible to make minor modifications to the Plan in response to 
representations made these are set out in a table at appendix 2. Minor 
modifications are suggested to help increase the clarity of the plan but 
not to amend or refine policy.  

 
3.4 As contained in the report recommendations it is considered that 

following an assessment of representations made under the proposed 
submission consultation the Local Plan Part 1 can progress to 
submission for examination by an Inspector appointed by the Planning 
Inspectorate. The date proposed for submission is 31 May 2013 in 
accordance with the timetable for the Local Plan, the Local 
Development Scheme.  

 
3.5 The main issues raised in the responses to consultation are set out in 

the report detail with a view to the matters that could potentially be 
raised by the Inspector for discussion in examination. A full summary of 
representations and responses can be viewed at appendix 1 and minor 
modifications at appendix 2. 

 
3.6 Overall Cannock Chase Council has made stringent efforts to address 

relevant issues with organisations listed under the Duty to Co-operate. 
Subject to a minor text change requirement in response to Lichfield 
District Council’s representation the Council has received no 
representations from other local authorities objecting to the plan in 
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terms of its legal compliance or soundness under the Duty to Co-
operate. 

 
3.7 There was support for the Council having met its duty from statutory 

agencies. In particular the key Government agencies of Natural 
England, English Heritage, Environment Agency and (subject to minor 
modification in relation to wording for open space, sports and 
recreation sites) Sport England are all content with the Plan’s legal 
compliance and soundness.   

 
3.8 The level of housing provision and strategy for growth are considered 

justified and based on sound and up to date evidence. Therefore no 
changes are recommended to the plan on these matters. Co-operation 
with Birmingham City Council can be demonstrated on the approach 
being taken to consideration of Birmingham’s housing need and it is 
considered that the plan period is appropriate representing just under 
15 years from the anticipated date of adoption and co-ordinated with 
other authorities under the south-east Staffordshire strategy.   

 
3.9 Minor modifications are recommended to clarify the affordable housing 

policy and in particular that the 20% is an initial target capable of being 
raised if justified for future developments and/or future phases of 
developments using the evidential model for assessing viability. Clarity 
on the assessment model is to be given in an SPD. An exceptions 
policy approach was discounted on the basis that the countryside 
around settlements is sensitive (largely Green Belt or AONB) and is not 
remote from the urban areas where affordable housing provision is 
being promoted. 

 
3.10 No change is proposed in the policy for meeting Gypsy and Traveller 

accommodation needs as national policy and criteria will be applicable 
when considering applications and Local Plan Part 2 will be allocating 
sites to meet need in accordance with the assessment of need 
identified in the evidence base.     

 
3.11 It is considered that the NPPF contains Green Belt protection policies 

and policies for the scale and type of development which may be 
appropriate, which do not need to be repeated in the Local Plan. A 
Green Belt review is still considered appropriate as part of Local Plan 
Part 2, including consideration of land to be safeguarded for future 
development, given that the Local Plan strategy can be delivered 
without further incursion into the Green Belt. 

 
3.12 The infrastructure needs associated with delivery of the Plan are set 

out in an Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Developer contributions form one 
element of funding this infrastructure. Others include the capital 
programmes of relevant organisation and agencies and Government 
funding programmes. The rates for a CIL charging schedule are still to 
be drafted and examined and rates for SAC mitigation agreed through 
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the SAC partnership. Once known these will be elaborated in planning 
guidance. 

 
3.13 A legal opinion has been sought over the ability to introduce an interim 

policy enabling the collection of developer contributions to be 
supported by the preparation of an SPD to give further guidance. This 
approach is to be developed through the existing SAC Partnership and 
would give some of the clarity being sought in representations. 
Additionally a Statement of Common Ground with Natural England will 
enable a shared position on the progress with SAC evidence to be 
expressed without requiring anything other than minor text changes to 
the plan to aid its clarity. 

 
4 Relationship to Corporate Priorities 
 
4.1 The Local Plan Part 1 will help facilitate development of all aspects of  

the Council’s priorities which have development implications. 
 
5 Report Detail 
 

Duty to Co-operate  
 
5.1 Overall Cannock Chase Council has made stringent efforts to 

address relevant issues with organisations listed under the Duty 
to Co-operate. Subject to a minor text change requirement in 
response to Lichfield District Council’s representation the Council 
has received no representations from other local authorities 
objecting to the plan in terms of its legal compliance or 
soundness under the Duty to Co-operate. 

 
5.2 South-east Staffordshire – Within the south-east Staffordshire strategy 

Lichfield District Council have asked that where reference is made to 
the role of 500 houses identified in Lichfield District to the east of 
Rugeley as assisting the growth of Rugeley that the words ‘housing 
need’ replace ‘housing requirement’. It is being recommended that this 
be agreed as a minor modification (see appendix 2) 

 
5.3 Birmingham’s housing need – Birmingham City Council is content that 

the Local Plan recognises that Birmingham may need to meet some of 
its housing needs beyond the city boundaries. Cannock Chase Council 
has already referenced this in the Local Plan and along with other 
authorities, focussed on the Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP area 
are progressing additional evidence gathering for housing land 
requirement and supply under the duty to co-operate.  

 
5.4 Stafford Borough – Cannock Chase Council and Stafford Borough 

Council have signed a protocol which recognises the key issues 
identified in each authorities emerging Local Plan as well as the 
appropriate levels of co-operation that have occurred on cross 
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boundary issues. This forms part of the duty to co-operate evidence 
base. Stafford Borough Council have not returned further 
representation on the Cannock Chase Local Plan consultation. 

 
5.5 South Staffordshire – Representations made by South Staffordshire 

District Council focus on cross boundary working via the Cannock 
Chase SAC Partnership and Regional Logistics Site working group and 
consider the Cannock Chase Local Plan to be sound and legally 
compliant on these matters. 

 
5.6 Walsall and the Black Country – Whilst Walsall MBC and the Black 

Country Authorities have not made a formal representation to the Local 
Plan consultation via an ongoing series of meetings and exchanges of 
letters under the Duty to Co-operate between the two authorities has 
achieved a level of consensus and support for the Cannock Chase 
Local Plan. Both authorities have agreed to address the provision of 
offices in their Districts by adherence to the requirements of national 
policy in the NPPF. 

 
5.7 Staffordshire – The Local Plan is considered to be both legally 

compliant and sound by Staffordshire County Council. A series of 
minor modifications relating to updates or points of clarification are 
being suggested (see appendix 2) many of which relate to recent 
changes in health responsibilities. 

 
5.8 Those representations which considered the Council’s Duty to Co-

operate obligations have not been met were predominately from 
developer interests contending that the Council’s approach to levels 
housing provision and the consequent strategy were not compliant (in 
relation to meeting cross-boundary needs with Birmingham, Lichfield 
and Tamworth – see below).  There were also such representations in 
relation to the Council’s approach to the Cannock Chase SAC.  The 
representative for Heath Hayes Football Club felt the Council had not 
cooperated in specific relation to that development proposal site. Some 
developer interests however regarded the Council’s Duty to Co-operate 
obligations have been met. 

 
5.9 There was support for the Council having met its duty from 

statutory agencies. In particular the key Government agencies of 
Natural England, English Heritage, Environment Agency and 
(subject to minor modification in relation to wording for open 
space, sports and recreation sites) Sport England are all content 
with the Plan’s legal compliance and soundness.  

 
Housing Provision and Strategy 

 
5.10 A number of representations raised concerns in relation to the level of 

housing provision being proposed by the Local Plan (Part 1) and the 
distribution strategy of this provision. Representations highlighted the 
need for the District to consider its potential role in accommodating the 
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unmet needs from the Birmingham City Council area and some parties 
felt that this could not be dealt with via the Local Plan (Part 2) process 
(although Birmingham City Council itself supported the approach taken 
– see the Duty to Co-operate above). Developer interest parties also 
raised issues with the deliverability of the south-east Staffordshire 
strategy in relation to the cross-boundary strategic sites.   

 
5.11 Some respondents with development interests considered that the 

levels of housing provision were not meeting objectively assessed 
needs and they argued for higher levels of provision both in relation to 
the District’s own needs and that of the wider south-east Staffordshire 
area (and also related to the Birmingham issue above).  Whilst they all 
suggested higher levels of provision, these different parties however 
argued for different housing requirements.  Respondents argued for the 
use of different projections and assessments of housing need.  
Arguments then centred on their land being the most suitable for 
further development to meet this need as alternatives to the chosen 
strategy, but with some parties arguing that a Green Belt review was 
required and others contending that it wasn’t (see further details 
below).  Some respondents argued that the suggested shortage should 
be accommodated via additional capacity within Lichfield District.   

 
5.12 The alternative site options put forward are as follows: 

• Additional provision at land to the West of Pye Green Road 
• Land east of Wimblebury Road (two sites) 
• Land south of Heath Hayes (Heath Hayes FC) 
• Land north of Norton Canes 
• Land south-east of Norton Canes 
• Land at Fradley in Lichfield District (linked to more provision for 

Cannock Chase District in Lichfield District east of Rugeley 
 
5.13 Parties also considered that the start of the plan period for Cannock 

Chase’s Local Plan should be altered to 2008 to coincide with Lichfield 
District and extended to 2029 to enable 15 years from adoption.  Some 
developer interests considered that a 20% buffer to five year supply 
requirements may need to be identified.     

 
5.14 Support was also received for the identification of sites and the overall 

strategy from other developer interests (Bloor Homes/Persimmon, 
Ellis/CT Planning, Lomas/CT Planning, Shakespeare/CT Planning). 

 
5.15 The level of housing provision and strategy for growth are 

considered justified and based on sound and up to date evidence. 
Therefore no changes are recommended to the plan on these 
matters. Co-operation with Birmingham City Council can be 
demonstrated on the approach being taken to consideration of 
Birmingham’s housing need and it is considered that the plan 
period is appropriate representing just under 15 years from the 
anticipated date of adoption and co-ordinated with other 
authorities under the south-east Staffordshire strategy.   
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Housing Choice 

 
5.16 Some developer interests argued that the level of affordable housing 

provision should be increased (via an increase in the overall housing 
provision, not the percentage required).  There were also calls for both 
more flexibility and more clarity in the requirements for affordable 
housing, related to issues of development viability (see also below).  
Whilst there were no specific objections to the 20% affordable housing 
requirement (apart from a HBF objection to the evidence underpinning 
it) several respondents considered this should be a maximum unless 
market conditions changed substantially.  Use of an ‘exceptions’ policy 
to allow some affordable housing beyond settlement boundaries was 
also put forward. 

 
5.17 Minor modifications are recommended to clarify the affordable 

housing policy and in particular that the 20% is an initial target 
capable of being raised if justified for future developments and/or 
future phases of developments using the evidential model for 
assessing viability. Clarity on the assessment model is to be 
given in an SPD. An exceptions policy approach was discounted 
on the basis that the countryside around settlements is sensitive 
(largely Green Belt or AONB) and is not remote from the urban 
areas where affordable housing provision is being promoted. 

 
5.18 One representative contented that the approach to traveller’s sites was 

inappropriate and could lead to these sites being considered unfairly 
(National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups).  

 
5.19 No change is proposed in the policy for meeting Gypsy and 

Traveller accommodation needs as national policy and criteria will 
be applicable when considering applications and Local Plan Part 
2 will be allocating sites to meet need in accordance with the 
assessment of need identified in the evidence base.     

 
5.20 The Plan’s approach to provision for the Elderly was commended by 

McCarthy and Stone.  
 
5.21 Green Belt and Safeguarding 
 
5.22 Brereton and Ravenhill Parish Council and Rugeley Town Council 

argued for a policy that contained more explicit and stringent Green 
Belt protection policies.  Support from developer interests was received 
for the Local Plan strategy not requiring a comprehensive Green Belt 
review to meet growth needs.  However a number of respondents also 
argued that a full Green Belt review was required at this stage to 
identify further capacity and safeguarded land for the future, with site 
specific representations put forward as alternatives to the preferred 
strategy (see above).  Some developer interests also contended that 
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the policies did not reflect the NPPF allowances for the redevelopment 
of sites within the Green Belt. 

 
5.23 It is considered that the NPPF contains Green Belt protection 

policies and policies for the scale and type of development which 
may be appropriate, which do not need to be repeated in the Local 
Plan. A Green Belt review is still considered appropriate as part of 
Local Plan Part 2, including consideration of land to be 
safeguarded for future development, given that the Local Plan 
strategy can be delivered without further incursion into the Green 
Belt. 

 
Development viability 

 
5.24 Concerns were raised with the level and nature of developer 

contributions being potentially required on a cumulative basis.  Some 
developer interest parties raised issues with the assumptions contained 
within the Council’s evidence base related to the viability of targets 
contained within the Local Plan policies.  These concerns also related 
to the Cannock Chase SAC issue and viability of the mitigation 
measures required (see below).   

 
5.25 The infrastructure needs associated with delivery of the Plan are 

set out in an Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Developer contributions 
form one element of funding this infrastructure. Others include 
the capital programmes of relevant organisation and agencies and 
Government funding programmes. The rates for a CIL charging 
schedule are still to be drafted and examined and rates for SAC 
mitigation agreed through the SAC partnership. Once known 
these will be elaborated in planning guidance. 

 
Cannock Chase SAC mitigation measures 

 
5.26 Related to the issue of development viability, concerns were raised 

with regard to the level and nature of mitigation measures being 
suggested.  Some respondents asked for greater clarity of the 
requirements including consistency between partner authority’s 
policies.  Natural England requested a number of amendments in order 
to bring the policy in line with the most recent evidence base work, 
including higher requirements for developments (in terms of zero 
carbon development) and further references within other policies 
(besides the bespoke Policy CP13) to the SAC issue.  There was also 
support from local authorities for the approach taken to the issue to 
date.   

 
5.27 A legal opinion has been sought over the ability to introduce an 

interim policy enabling the collection of developer contributions 
to be supported by the preparation of an SPD to give further 
guidance. This approach is to be developed through the existing 
SAC Partnership and would give some of the clarity being sought 
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in representations. Additionally a Statement of Common Ground 
with Natural England will enable a shared position on the 
progress with SAC evidence to be expressed without requiring 
anything other than minor text changes to the plan to aid its 
clarity. 

 
Site specific representations (non housing) 

 
5.28 Rugeley Power Ltd contended that the operational Rugeley Power 

Station should be identified via a separate, bespoke policy for the site.  
This is more appropriately considered as part of Local Plan Part 2. 

 
5.29 The former Brereton Colliery site owners contended that it should be 

specifically identified as a tourism development opportunity. This is not 
considered appropriate, rather that any development proposal for the 
site is considered against the wider policies of the Local Plan. 

 
5.30 Network Rail sought a policy for level crossings. This is not considered 

appropriate as part of Local Plan strategy. The crossing at Moors 
Gorse is in the process of being replaced. 

 
Protection of the Natural Environment 

 
5.31 Staffordshire Wildlife Trust objected to the identified SBIs on the 

policies map. The appropriate SBI sites will need to be represented on 
the policies map when the Local Plan is adopted.  

 
5.32 The Woodland Trust objected to protection of ancient woodland policy 

considering it less protective than the NPPF, however this is not 
considered to be the case. 

 
6 Implications 
 
6.1 Financial  
 

Any costs associated with the Local Plan will need to be contained 
within existing approved budgets. 

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

 
These elements will form the basis of future Capital and Revenue 
reports which will be submitted for Members consideration and will 
include detailed financial implications as and where required.  
 
The cost of the Examination by the Secretary Of State’s Inspector 
cannot be estimated as it will depend on the length of time involved, 
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however a provision of £100k has been made within the Planning 
Delivery Reserve to meet the total cost of any pre- inspection advice 
and the Examination itself. Should the cost exceed this provision a 
supplementary estimate for the additional cost will need to be 
requested. 

 
6.2 Legal  
 
 The legal implications are set out in the report. 
 
6.3      Human Resources 
 
 There are currently no additional human resource implications.  
 
6.4 Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 
 
 The Local Plan Part 1 policy provides opportunities to help design out  
 crime. 
 
6.5 Human Rights Act 
 

The process of formulating and adopting the policy in the Local Plan 
Part 1 is likely to have implications which affect individual’s rights and 
possessions and due account must be taken of the need to adopt 
procedures which take account of the right of individuals to make 
representations in respect of the guidance and adopt guidance which, 
as far as possible, enables action in the public interest to be balanced 
against individual rights.  

 
6.6 Data Protection 
 

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

 
6.7 Risk Management  
 

Local Plan risks are identified within the Local Development Scheme.  
 
6.8 Equality & Diversity 
 

Any implications are identified in an accompanying Equalities Impact 
Assessment 

 
7         Appendices to the Report 
 
Appendix 1  Summary of representations received 
Appendix 2 Minor modifications 
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