
Please note that responses to Question 1 regarding the proposed housing requirement and Question 2 regarding the proposed employment 
land requirement were reported to the Council Assembly on the 8th March 2017
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Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO610 Mrs Ellen 
Faulkner 

      Support Jobs must be created for any new residents or whats the point on building houses. 
People need jobs near to where they live.  We should not be encouraging people to 
travel. 

Support noted. 

PO404 Mr David John 
Allen 

      Support None at present Comments noted. 

PO551 Mr Terry 
Barber 

      Support There is a great need for further employment areas in Biddulph, or else how are 
Biddulph people going to afford the new houses that are earmarked to be built in 
the area? 

Comments noted.  There are employment allocations included for 
Biddulph in the Preferred Sites and Boundaries document. 

PO55 Mr Wiggins 
Wiggins 

      Object This is a small village community and should stay as such it's why people live 
here....retail is just down the road by car or bus for those that need it. 

Comments noted.  The need for retail development in the District is 
highlighted in the Council’s Retail Study.  Retail development has 
economic and social benefits particularly for those who don’t have easy 
access to private transport. 

PO389 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      Object I am concerned that Cheadle has not been allocated any retail requirements yet you 
are proposoing 1300+ houses.  Cheadle town centre has been ruined over the last 
decade and  if anything we need retail development to improve the town and help it 
to thrive.  Please reconsider and encourage some of the larger stores to invest in 
cheadle. 

The need for retail development in the District is highlighted in the 
Council’s Retail Study.  For Cheadle, the study concludes that no further 
foodstores or non-food retail development are requiredin the early and 
mid part of the plan period.  A further study at a later date will consider 
the need in the latter part of the plan period. 

PO344 Councillor 
Christopher 
Wood 

      Object The site at childerplay lane is purpose built for employment land and would alleviate 
the pressure to build in green belt and have better road access. 

 Refer to Question 19 for response. 

PO363 Miss Jenna 
Woolliscroft 

      Object  (No reasons given)  - 

PO602 DR William 
Callender 

      Object The concentration of retail into large towns adds to traffic flows and environmental 
damage because of the need to travel to them. Local, perhaps community 
supported, retail outlets should be encouraged to provide a centre to smaller villages 
and a meeting point for local residents. Retail outlets, inclusding post offices could 
be located within existing amenities such as village halls or public houses. 

New community facitilities are welcomed as long as they are not so large 
as to undermine town centres.  This approach is supported in planning 
policy. 

PO1622 Mr John 
Steele 

      Object There is significant evidence that a rupture is occurring between the trends of the 
latter half of the 20 th Century and the new patterns of consumer behaviour. The 
impacts seem to be the decreasing relevance of the high street shopping experience 
and the lower frequentation of the supermarkets especially the larger units. The 
modern trends are veering sharply toward the internet with click and collect or 
home delivery, and more frequent but smaller convenience store shopping. Looking 
at the high streets of Staffs Moorlands towns it would appear there is already more 
than enough property and that the surplus would be better tuned over to residential 
which itself would improve our town centre environments. 

Comments noted.  The town centre retail boundaries have been tightly 
drawn to reflect the trends you refer to and policy has a flexible 
approach to the uses of peripheral properties.  Residential development 
is also encouraged on upper floors in town centres. 

PO44 Mr P Rushton       General 
comment 

The comments at question 2 applies together with the fact that the Moorlands area 
will quite obviously continue to rely upon the City for major retail outlets. 

 Comments noted. 

PO626 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General 
comment 

I do not have enough knowledge of Biddulph to comment.   Comment noted. 
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PO643 Mrs Christine 
Bratt 

      General 
comment 

Serious consideration needs to be given to this site.  The existing A50 has become an 
overcrowded urban motoray and can often be described as a car park due to the 
number of accidents that occur on a regular basis  closing the road and diverting 
traffic down the old road causing  chaos and mayhem for all who try to go about 
their daily routines.  It  would cost millions to improve the roadways and would offer 
very little employment to justify the cost. 

 Comments noted. 

PO937 Mrs Kathleen 
Bradshaw 

      General 
comment 

Retail opportunities are always good.  How about looking again at the costs of car 
parking in towns such as Leek and Cheadle.  I purposely wait for visit these towns 
until after 3.30 to avoid having to pay. 

Car parking charges are reviewed by the Council every year – though this 
is an issue outside the remit of the Local Plan. 

PO843 Dr Anthony 
Shallcross 

      General 
comment 

Hollington is a working village with jobs in agriculture, quarrying and increasingly 
recreation and tourism. The main problem is that young people who were born in 
the village cannot afford to buy properties in the village. An affordable housing 
development  and/or a relaxation of planning restrictions on building  on 
homesteads (see Housing) would make the village a more vibrant community with a 
lower age profile.   

 Comments noted – refer to policy in the Preferred Options Local Plan. 

PO902 Dr Anthony 
Shallcross 

      General 
comment 

The village has lost 2 shops, a mobile library and a post office in the last thirty years. 
A recent application to open a shop in the village was refused. The Hollington 
Residents’ Steering Group are interested in creating an opportunity to develop 
markets for the sale of local produce in the village hall but a limitation to this 
development is the limited public car parking space near the hall. It would also be 
appropriate to revisit the application to SMDC for permission to open a shop in the 
village.   

New community facitilities are welcomed as long as they are not so large 
as to undermine town centres.  This approach is supported in planning 
policy. 
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PO45 Mr P Rushton       General 
comment 

Travellers require sites which provide ease of access to 
facilities and services.   It follows that sites should be 
situated in close vicinity to commercial centres. 

Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
Note that Preferred Option site TR002 is located off the 
Uttoxeter Road in close proximity to the A50 roundabout; 
and also on the edge of ‘larger village’ Blythe Bridge. 
Other centres such as Meir and Cheadle are a short 
distance further. Local bus services also operate to these 
centres; and there is a railway station at Blythe Bridge. 
 
The Council formulated a series of options sites for 
traveller allocation, which appear on the wesbite. These 
were the subject of sustainability appraisal, which 
considered road links, access to facilities etc. This 
assisted the Council in its decisionmaking with regards 
TR002. 
 
Proposals arising for travellers sites within the District, 
would be assessed against relevant policies set out in the 
Government’s NPPF, and its resultant ‘Planing Policy for 
Traveller Sites’, as well as the Council’s own Local Plan 
policy. These set out the importance of 
sustainability/accessibility of sites, to enable provision of 
suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure 
etc. 

PO627 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General 
comment 

Travellers requirements are a National Government 
requirement and I am not knowledgable on the subject to 
comment further, other than the proposed sittings require 
very careful consideration.  

Traveller requirements are calculated by Local Authorities 
as part of their duty under Government policy to make 
their own assessment of traveller need: using ‘GTAAs’, or 
similar assessments as part of wider Housing market 
Assessments. 
 
The policy expectations concerning location of new 
traveller sites, is set out in the Government’s NPPF, and 
its resultant ‘Planing Policy for Traveller Sites’, as well as 
the Council’s own Local Plan Policy. These set out the 
importance of sustainability/accessibility of sites, to 
enable provision of suitable accommodation from which 
travellers can access education, health, welfare and 
employment infrastructure; and that development in open 
countryside that is away from existing settlements should 
be very strictly limited. Councils must also consider local 
amenities and impacts upon landscape and local 
infrastructure; and the scale of sites should relate to their 
surroundings. Brownfield sites are also preferred. In the 
case of sites within the Green belt (such as here) the 
Council would need to demonstrate exceptional 
circumstances to justify their allocation at Examination. 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
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PO405 Mr David John 
Allen 

      General 
comment 

Consider small sites spread out throughout the district is 
better than one super site. They are travellers.  

Comments noted. 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
Councils can meet their residual traveller requirements 
across one or more sites. National traveller policy does 
not state that sites must be either large or small, but does 
state for example that the number of pitches proposed 
should relate to the circumstances of the specific size 
and location of the site and the surrounding population’s 
size and density; and Councls should consider local 
environmental quality, and avoid undue pressure on local 
infrastructure. 

PO56 Mr Wiggins 
Wiggins 

      Object More people not enough schools, doctors etc it's a village 
leave it as it should be 

 Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Government’s PPTS states that new traveller sites 
should relate to the circumstances of the specific size 
and location of the site and the surrounding population’s 
size and density; and Councls should consider local 
environmental quality, and avoid undue pressure on local 
infrastructure. 
 
The role and scale of villages across the District are set 
out in the Local Plan. For example Blythe Bridge is a 
larger village, where further growth is justified.  
 
New development is the main way to deliver new or 
improved infrastructure/local facilities e.g. more residents 
may support more local facilities, shops and services. 
Some infrastructure needs specifically related to a new 
development will be provided as part of that development 
e.g. children’s play areas. National planning guidance 
states that the Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast demands. An 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is being prepared which will 
identify the infrastructure necessary to support the Local 
Plan proposals. It builds on the findings of the 
Development Capacity Study for the Core Strategy.  
Consultation and work with infrastructure providers is 
ongoing and their feedback will inform the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan and the Local Plan. The Council is working 
with the Staffordshire County Council to assess the 
impact proposed development on school capacity, what 
additional capacity is needed and how this can be 
delivered. 

PO97 Mr Edward 
Hulse 

      Object The proposed Travellers site in Forsbrook - Quabbs Lane. 
During the meeting at Greatwood Community Hall, Tean, 
on Thursday 12th May, the Officer confirmed that the 
preferred site TR002 would not be sold by Mr Jackson as a 

Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
Note that the Preferred Options does not contain any site 
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Travellers site  and there would be NO compulsary 
purchase. If Quabbs Lane is reconsidered as a preferred 
site, we would wish to object most strongly. This would be 
in a Green Belt area and access to it would be dangerous 
as it is only metres away from a blind bend. Any slow 
moving vehicles, ie caravans, carts etc turning onto an 
unmade lane opposite the Cemetery would be a major 
concern on this fast road. Over the past few years there 
have been several fatalities.Travellers children would be at 
risk near this road. The site has poor access to major 
roads. (A50). Many family members and friends are buried 
in this Cemetery and the thought of it being opposite a 
Travellers Site is totally inappropriate and insensitive. This 
is a sanctuary of peace and quiet which the village 
appreciates greatly.  Mr E W Hulse. Mrs L M Hulse.     

proposals at Quabbs Lane. Every future stage of the 
emerging Local Plan must be subject to full public 
consultation, and Council Assembly approval. 

PO100 Mr Anthony 
Keith Simcock 

      Object I would like to object to this proposed site on the grounds of 
lack of school places shops and road safety. There seems 
to be no plans to extend schools in Blythe Bridge or 
Forsbrook and we have other housing I in progress. We 
have only a small village of shops in walking distance of 
this proposed site. As the local milkman I used the entrance 
to this site on a regular basic, and many times when I 
signal left to turn into the site, traffic pulling out of Uttoxter 
Road, Blthe Bridge pull out in front of me causing me to 
brake sharply. The location of the entrance after Blythe 
Bridge turning is not ideal for addition traffic, which the site 
would bring, and it would be an aciddent waiting to happen. 
If you delay your left signal ,following traffic blow their horn 
at you for last minute notice. It just a junction that is just not 
suitable for extra traffic. Further more it has been said that 
complusary purchase would not be used, so how do you 
expect to get the site as the current owners are not willing 
to sell it. 

• Refer to PO56 reponse above. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways/SCC 
Transportation during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to development of TR002 for 
traveller use. In the event of future planning applications 
the Council would assess schemes having significant 
transport impacts against relevant NPPF and Local Plan 
policy (including requirement to submit transport 
statements, and provide highways improvements where 
deemed appropriate). 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Council will consider all public responses to the 
Preferred Options consultation, including responses from 
landowners of sites. Sites must have landowner support 
to be deemed ‘deliverable’ to carry forward to 
Examination. The Council will have to reach a view 
regarding the number of outstanding traveller pitches it is 
required to provided for (as per its GTAA evidence), 
whether it is expedient to allocate a site(s); and if so the 
best location to do so. 

PO173 Miss Suzanne 
Cope 

      Object I completely oppose to these sites in our greenbelt areas 
and believe that the sites would be better suited to a brown 
belt area. We should be protecting this land as published 
on the goverment website under planning practice 
guidance and i quote "Green belt serves 5 purposes 1. to 
check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. 2. to 
prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. 3 To 
assist in safeguarding the countryside from enroachment. 
4. to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns. 5. to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging 
the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Section 87 
As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate 

 Site TR002 is a brownfield site. 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 

• See response to PO627 
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development is, by definition harmful to the green belt and 
should NOT be approved EXCEPT is very special 
circumstances. 

PO212 Mr Jason 
Harrison 

      Object I have seen at 1st hand the disruption the travelers can 
cause when they just are passing through the area and 
how much resource be it public or private resource to clear 
up after said visits.  I also think these spaces will put extra 
strain on our local schools as I had to fight to get my child 
into Forsbrook primary school due to lack of spaces 
Bringing extra people into an already over subscribed 
schools can not be good for our children, who can get 
broken up from established friends they made at nursery 
school.  (Speaking from personal experience). There is also 
a ready made site in Newcastle under Lyme, which is not to 
far away, so why not either extend that or make that the 
travelers site for the area?    

• see para response to PO56 about infrastructure 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
Traveller requirements are calculated by Local Authorities 
as part of their duty under Government policy to make 
their own assessment of traveller need: using ‘GTAAs’, or 
similar assessments as part of wider Housing market 
Assessments. 
 
Note that neighbouring authorities have their own 
traveller requirements to provide for, and whilst a general 
duty to cooperate exists between neighbouring planning 
authorities, the Council cannot rely on the existence of 
sites in neighbouring authorities to contribute to meeting 
its own needs. 

PO364 Miss Jenna 
Woolliscroft 

      Object    Comments noted. 

PO651 Mrs Christine 
Bratt 

      Object I strongly object to the proposal to site a traveller site at the 
junction of the A50 with the old road to Blythe Bridge and 
Tean.  This site is privately owned and the owner would not 
b willing to sell.  The site is unsuitable as it would create 
further traffic problems on a road that is greatly 
overused.  The local schools are virtually full as are the 
doctors surgeries.  It leads on to a very narrow country lane 
that is unsuitable for the number of vehicles a traveller site 
would bring if the entrance was put on this side.  The road 
is liable to flooding and major work would be needed to 
improve this. 

• See response to PO100  
• see para response to PO56 about infrastructure 

 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
Disposal of surface water upon public highways is the 
legal responsibility of the Highways Authority or 
Highways England. 

PO1272 Mr Roger 
Yarwood 

Planning Officer 
National 
Federation of 
Gypsy Liaison 
Groups 

    Object We comment as follows on the above Plan. We consider 
the provision proposed for Traveller sites to be inadequate. 
Whilst the site identified at Blythe Bridge (TR002) may have 
some merits, it is located in the Green Belt, it has a history 
of enforcement action and refusals for various types of 
development and it is located very close to housing 
development and immediately adjacent to a site approved 
for a house. On these grounds, the delivery of the site may 
be problematic. Putting forward only one site denies choice. 
A single site for 8 pitches is too large. Sites should not 
exceed 5 pitches as larger sites give rise to management 
problems. Small family sized pitches present the best 
option for assimilation into the community and minimise 
conflict. If site TR002 is allocated, the Council should not 
attempt to satisfy the total need for Traveller provision at 
this site. This is clearly a contrivance to satisfy the GTAA 
requirement whilst avoiding making adequate provision. 

Comments noted. 
 
In the case of sites within the Green belt (such as here) 
the Council would need to demonstrate exceptional 
circumstances to justify their allocation at Examination. 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 

• See response to PO627 
• See response to PO405 
• The Council refers to relevant guidance, such as 

DCLG 2008 Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites 
 
Current traveller policy does not preclude the location of 
traveller sites next to other forms of housing. 
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The number of pitches should be limited to 5 and additional 
site(s) should be allocated. 

Were the Council to allocate a single site; this would not 
preclude fair determination of schemes arising in other 
areas of the District, as per PPTS and other relevant 
policy. 

PO940 Mrs Kathleen 
Bradshaw 

      Object TR002 is the nearest potential traveller site.  It is said to be 
useful as it is close to the A50 and makes it possible for the 
travellers to easily access the site.  Has anyone asked 
travellers where they would like to have permanent 
sites?  It seems to me that travellers like to park where they 
will rather than be directed to an "approved" location.   

The Council consults with relevant traveller groups during 
all stages of the Local Plan. In the case of unauthorised 
encampments, the Council retains enforcement powers. 
 
Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 

PO1269 Mr W Harper       Object We comment as follows on the above Plan. We consider 
the provision proposed for Traveller sites to be 
inadequate.   Whilst the site identified at Blythe Bridge 
(TR002) may have some merits, it is located in the Green 
Belt, it has a history of enforcement action and refusals for 
various types of development and it is located very close to 
housing development and immediately adjacent to a site 
approved for a house. On these grounds, the delivery of the 
site may be problematic.   Putting forward only one site 
denies choice.   A single site for 8 pitches is too large. Sites 
should not exceed 5 pitches as larger sites give rise to 
management problems. Small family sized pitches present 
the best option for assimilation into the community and 
minimise conflict. If site TR002 is allocated, the Council 
should not attempt to satisfy the total need for Traveller 
provision at this site. This is clearly a contrivance to satisfy 
the GTAA requirement whilst avoiding making adequate 
provision. The number of pitches should be limited to 5 and 
additional site(s) should be allocated.   In our previous 
submissions we proposed the allocation of a site at 
Checkley. It is disappointing and surprising that our 
suggested allocation has not been included.  The site is 
already in use as a Traveller site with a temporary planning 
permission (application ref. 2014/0572). It has the 
advantage of being located outside the Green Belt. It 
should be allocated as a permanent site to partly address 
the Council’s obligation to provide a choice of Traveller 
pitches. 

Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 

 
• Refer to PO1272 response 

 
The Council would consider any subsequent proposals at 
the Checkley site against relevant National and Local 
Traveller Policies. 

PO837 Mr Peter 
Davies 

      Object The proposal to establish a permanent gypsy site in the 
Werrington area is totally wrong. I have had dealings with 
these people through my work over the years and they 
destroy any area they inhabit. Rural villages are palces 
where people aspire to live. Having gypsy sites in such 
areas just degrades the whole area until it becomes a run 
down area. 

Note that the Preferred Options does not contain any 
traveller site proposals at Werrington. Every future stage 
of the emerging Local Plan must be subject to full public 
consultation, and Council Assembly approval. 

PO898 mrs diane 
broadhurst 

  mrs diane 
broadhurst 

  Object This site would be better for housing development. It is too 
close to residential areas. 

Note that site TR002 has been removed from the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Council applies relevant policies set out in the 
Government’s NPPF, and its resultant ‘Planing Policy for 
Traveller Sites’, as well as the Council’s own Local Plan 
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policies. These set out the importance of 
sustainability/accessibility of sites, to enable provision of 
suitable accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure 
etc.  
 
Current traveller policy does not preclude the location of 
traveller sites next to other forms of housing. 
 
In the case of sites within the Green belt (such as here) 
the Council would need to demonstrate exceptional 
circumstances to justify their allocation (for either traveller 
use, or residential development) at Examination.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of 
‘preferred’ sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options 
Site Assessments’ on the website. All proposed sites 
must also be the subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its evidence 
base). 

PO1028 Mrs Shelagh 
Wood 

  Mrs Shelagh 
Wood 

Chairperson 
VVSM 

Object On top of a huge amount of traffic close to the Blythe 
Bridge roundabout this will add to the congestion. 

• See para response to PO100 about highways. 
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General 
 
PO130
2 

  Severn 
Trent 
Water 
Limited 

    General 
comment 

(Summary - please see attached file for full version). As a water company we have an 
obligation to provide water supplies and sewage treatment capacity for future 
development. It is important for us to work collaboratively with Local Planning Authorities to 
provide relevant assessments of the impacts of future developments.  For outline 
proposals we are able to provide general comments. Once detailed developments and site 
specific locations are confirmed by local councils, we are able to provide more specific 
comments and modelling of the network if required. For most developments we do not 
foresee any particular issues. Where we consider there may be an issue we would discuss 
in further detail with the Local Planning Authority. We will complete any necessary 
improvements to provide additional capacity once we have sufficient confidence that a 
development will go ahead. Once detailed plans are available and we have modelled the 
additional capacity, in areas where sufficient capacity is not currently available and we 
have sufficient confidence that developments will be built, we will complete necessary 
improvements to provide the capacity. Surface water needs to be managed sustainably. 
For new developments we would not expect surface water to be conveyed to our foul or 
combined sewage system and, where practicable, we support the removal of surface water 
already connected to foul or combined sewer. We would not anticipate capacity problems 
within the urban areas of our network regarding water supply, any issues can be 
addressed through reinforcing our network. However, the ability to support significant 
development in the rural areas is likely to have a greater impact and require greater 
reinforcement to accommodate greater demands.   

Comments noted.  Severn Trent Water Limited is 
a statutory consultee and the Council will 
continue to liaise with the organisation through 
the Local Plan process.  

PO130
9 

Mr 
Andrew 
Leyssens 

United 
Utilities 
Water 
Limited 

    General 
comment 

(Summary - full version is attached) United Utilities wishes to highlight that we will seek to 
work closely with the Council during the Local Plan process to develop a coordinated 
approach for delivering sustainable growth in sustainable locations. New development 
should be focussed in sustainable locations which are accessible to local services and 
infrastructure. United Utilities will continue to work with the Council to identify any 
infrastructure issues and appropriate resolutions throughout the development of the Local 
Plan. One of the roles of the Local Plan is to allocate sites to deliver specific types of 
development. The Council is aware from past discussions that a fuller understanding of the 
impact on water and wastewater infrastructure can only be achieved once more details are 
known, such as the timescales for development, the approach to surface water 
management and the chosen points of connection. Once more information is available with 
respect to specific development sites, which is often only at planning application stage, we 
will be able to better understand the potential impacts of development on infrastructure 
and, as a result, it may be necessary to coordinate the delivery of development with the 
timing for delivery of infrastructure improvements. Please note that United Utilities seeks to 
undertake further discussions with the Council on technical matters relating to site-specific 
development, such as site drainage and the Surface Water Hierarchy, once the Council 
identifies its preferred site allocations. In your selection criteria, we would encourage the 
Council to consider the availability of alternatives to the public sewerage system for 
surface water discharges. For example, sites with land drains or near to watercourses are 
a more sustainable alternative to the public sewer. United Utilities has the following 
comments/recommendations for consideration by the Council in preparing its detailed 
policies. We recommend that you include detailed policy wording in respect of any site 
allocations so that applicants can be clear of planning application requirements as soon as 
possible. Surface Water Drainage In accordance with the NPPF, the NPPG and the 
Ministerial Statement on Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (December 2014) United 

Comments noted.  Unitied Utilities  is a statutory 
consultee and the Council will continue to liaise 
with the organisation through the Local Plan 
process. 
 
Note that emerging Local Plan policy SD5 
requires that: 

 where sites are affected by the presence 
of watercourses, the Council expects 
developers to undertake early 
discussions with the Environment 
Agency and the Lead Local Flood 
Authority; and 

 wherever possible SuDS will be 
expected to contribute to on-site flood 
alleviation, as well as taking 
opportunities to contribute to wider 
Council objectives such as its emerging 
Green infrastructure Network; to 
enhancing biodiversity and recreation 
opportunities; landscape character etc. 

 
In some cases site-specific policies specify the 
requirement for the submission of an FRA. 
 
Note that emerging Local Plan policy SD3 sets 
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Utilities recommends that the Council includes a policy in the emerging Local Plan on 
surface water management, and suggests including the following draft policy (highlighted 
in red) in the draft version of the document: "Surface water should be discharged in the 
following order of priority: 1. An adequate soakaway or some other form of infiltration 
system; 2. An attenuated discharge to a surface water body such as a watercourse; 3. An 
attenuated discharge to public surface water sewer, highway drain or another drainage 
system; 4. An attenuated discharge to public combined sewer. Applicants wishing to 
discharge to public sewer will need to submit clear evidence demonstrating why alternative 
options are not available. Approved development proposals will be expected to be 
supplemented by appropriate maintenance and management regimes for surface water 
drainage schemes. On large sites it may be necessary to ensure the drainage proposals 
are part of a wider, holistic strategy which coordinates the approach to drainage between 
phases, between developers, and over a number of years of construction. On greenfield 
sites, applicants will be expected to demonstrate that the current natural discharge solution 
from a site is at least mimicked. On previously developed land, applicants should target a 
reduction of surface water discharge in accordance with the non-statutory technical 
standards for sustainable drainage produced by DEFRA. In demonstrating a reduction, 
applicants should include clear evidence of existing positive connections from the site with 
associated calculations on rates of discharge. Landscaping proposals should consider 
what contribution the landscaping of a site can make to reducing surface water discharge. 
This can include hard and soft landscaping such as permeable surfaces. The treatment 
and processing of surface water is not a sustainable solution. Surface water should be 
managed at source and not transferred. Every option should be investigated before 
discharging surface water into a public sewerage network. A discharge to groundwater or 
watercourse may require the consent of the Environment Agency." Infrastructure Provision 
As detailed above, in some instances it may be necessary to coordinate infrastructure 
improvements with the delivery of development. In accordance with paragraphs 156 and 
162 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), we recommend the following 
detailed policy is included as part of the Joint Local Plan in relation to infrastructure 
provision: "Once more details are known on development sites, for example the approach 
to surface water management and proposed connection points to the foul sewer network, it 
may be necessary to coordinate the delivery of development with timing for the delivery of 
infrastructure improvements. At the larger development sites, it may be necessary to 
ensure that the delivery of development is guided by strategies for infrastructure which 
ensure coordination between phases of development over lengthy time periods and by 
numerous developers. The Council will support the principle of investment in infrastructure 
to respond to development and environmental needs. Infrastructure is key to the delivery 
of sustainable development and economic growth and meeting the development needs of 
the Borough." We encourage the Council to carefully consider the deliverability issues and 
practical issues associated with sites in fragmented ownership. On such sites, we would 
strongly encourage the council to challenge the site promoters to present a clear site wide 
infrastructure strategy in advance of examination of the plan. On larger sites, it should be 
clearly demonstrated there is a formal mechanism in place which will ensure the 
landowners will work together to deliver a coordinated approach to infrastructure over the 
whole site. This is a key element of delivering sustainable development and is in the best 
interests of good planning. We strongly recommend this is addressed in advance of 
allocating specific sites. Water Efficiency Whilst we appreciate the Code for Sustainable 
Homes has now been scrapped as a result of the Government’s ‘Housing Standards 
Review’ consultation, we suggest the emerging Local Plan includes a new policy regarding 
water efficiency measures and the design of new development as follows: "The design of 
new development should incorporate water efficiency measures. New development should 
maximise the use of permeable surfaces and the most sustainable form of drainage, and 
should encourage water efficiency measures including water saving and recycling 
measures to minimise water usage." United Utilities wishes to highlight the importance of 
incorporating water efficiency measures as part of the design process for all new 

out the Council’s support for water- (and other) 
sustainability measures within new or existing 
buildings, that exceed current regulations; and 
Policy SD1 expects the submission of 
information with major proposals, to demonstrate 
that the water sourcing, and other environmental 
impacts of the scheme, have been considered by 
the applicant. 
 
Emerging Local Plan Policy SD4 sets out the 
Council’s approach to protecting amenity through 
controlling various forms of pollution. 
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development. There are a number of methods that developers can implement to ensure 
their proposals are water efficient, such as utilising rainwater harvesting and greywater 
harvesting for example. Improvements in water efficiency help to reduce pressure on water 
supplies whilst also reducing the need for treatment and pumping of both clean and 
wastewater. Water efficiency measures contribute to the delivery of sustainable 
development. Health and Well-Being United Utilities recommends the following text is 
included as part of the Council’s proposed development management policies in relation to 
health, well-being and residential amenity: "The proposed development of sensitive uses 
(such as residential) adjacent to existing sources of pollution (e.g. noise, odour, traffic etc.) 
must demonstrate through the submission of appropriate impact assessments that there 
would be no detrimental impact on future amenity." 

PO257
4 

Mrs 
Maggie 
Taylor 

Sport 
England 

    Object Par 3.33 Refers to NPPF 73 and a study that was undertaken to inform the Core 
Strategy.  This study is not named – was it the (now out of date) Playing Pitch Strategy 
(PPS), an open space assessment and or an indoor sports assessment (e.g. relating to the 
SASSOT Sports Framework perhaps?  I am wondering if the reference only to designating 
new open space means there is an adequate supply of indoor and outdoor sports facilities 
– this is not clear? I am aware that (although not been directly involved in) a refresh of the 
PPS/Sports Strategy being undertaken jointly with North Derbyshire – has this progressed 
or been adopted?  Should it not  be referred to and used to guide this element of the Local 
Plan? 

 The Council is currnetly  undertaking a 
review of  open space, sport and recreation 
facilities which includes an updated playing 
pitch strategy.  Any outcomes will be fed into 
the Publication Version of the Local Plan.  

PO277
9 

Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environm
ent 
Agency 

    General 
comment 

The following comments relate solely to the protection of ‘Controlled Waters’ receptors. 
Government Policy, as detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 
120), states that ‘where a site is affected by contamination or land stability issues, 
responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer and/or landowner’ . 
Consequently any proposal to develop land which has been subject to a previous use 
which may have caused contamination of the underlying soils and groundwater will need to 
be supported by a Preliminary Risk Assessment. This should demonstrate that the risks 
posed to ‘Controlled Waters’ by any contamination are understood by the applicant and 
can be safely managed. We will object when a Planning Application is submitted without a 
Preliminary Risk Assessment and we believe there is potential for contamination and a 
possible risk to ‘Controlled Waters’ receptors. Depending on the findings of the Preliminary 
Risk Assessment subsequent site investigation, risk assessment and remediation may be 
required. Appropriate conditions can be attached to any Planning Permission granted to 
require these works to be completed. 

Emerging Local Plan Policy SD1 Part(2) already 
sets out the Council’s approach to development 
of land affected by contamination. The 
supporting text already clarifies that pre-
application information is required in these 
circumstances. However for clarity further 
information will be added into the supporting text.

PO284
6 

James 
Chadwick 

Staffordsh
ire County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

We have provided to you previously a detailed education assessment of the District to 
inform the plan making process. Attached is a Technical Appendix that provides an update 
to be read alongside the original report and is based on the proposed sites and residual 
housing numbers in the consultation booklet. We acknowledge that the Plan provides for 
land to be allocated for education use in the three main towns. In order to advise on the 
actual size of the new school sites we will need to have further discussions with you on 
any likely Local Plan design requirements and potential aspirations for community use as 
these could affect layout and ultimately the overall site size. This would then help in 
framing policy for the sites.  We will also need to ensure that the Plan provides a clear 
understanding of how the new schools will be provided and funded. (Site specific 
comments in Leek, Cheadle and Biddulph can be found under the relevant site heading) It 
is noted that table 3.6 of the consultation document only lists new education infrastructure 
where there is a requirement for land to be allocated. As previously advised and reiterated 
in the Technical Appendix enclosed there are further education infrastructure requirements 
for the planned growth. In the three main towns there will be a need for additional Middle 
and High school places in Biddulph to be delivered through expansions of existing schools. 
In the rural area there may be a necessity for additional Primary and First school places in 
Brown Edge, Endon and Forsbrook due to limited capacity at schools in those areas. 
There is also likely to be pressure on Middle school places in the rural area and at Blythe 
Bridge, Endon and Moorside High Schools.  As around 46% of the housing requirement for 
the rural area is proposed to be delivered through small sites provision it is not easy to 

 Comments noted.  The Council is working 
with  Staffordshire County Council to assess 
the impact proposed development on school 
capacity, what additional capacity is needed 
and how this can be delivered.  
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predict which schools the children from those houses will seek to attend. This is more 
acute at Primary/First school level where the geographical area that school draws from is 
smaller than that of a Middle/High school that draw from a wider area. We will need to 
work through this with you in more detail to understand the potential infrastructure projects 
required and how they may be funded, which is covered in more detail below under the 
heading ‘infrastructure provision’. 

PO286
7 

James 
Chadwick 

Staffordsh
ire County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

As noted in our response to the Site Options consultation the delivery of the housing 
requirement in the Local Plan will bring with it requirements for new and/or improved 
infrastructure to support that growth e.g. schools and transport.  The restrictions placed on 
the use of S106 obligations through Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) regulations tend 
to favour the delivery of larger site allocations due to the pooling restrictions.  It is noted 
that the Plan does not contain large individual sites or urban extensions. Therefore, careful 
consideration of how infrastructure will be delivered and funding will be required.  In 
particular we are keen to understand:  1.    how policy will be used to ensure the 
comprehensive development of sites (land parcels) that adjoin one another to provide a 
larger allocation overall; and 2.    how infrastructure proposed is to be funded and the role 
a CIL charging schedule will play in this. On point 2 above the period of time between 
adoption of the Plan and implementation of a charging schedule could have implications 
for the amount of funding that can be collected via S106 and may result in either 
development being rendered unacceptable in planning terms as it is not possible to secure 
the necessary planning obligation or there is a shortfall in funding for infrastructure.  We 
would therefore suggest that the preparation of a CIL charging schedule is seen as a 
priority and to be prepared alongside the Plan. However, we are mindful the Government 
is undertaking a review of CIL and the findings are due to be published shortly so this 
position may change dependent on any amendments Government proposes to the CIL 
legislation. We acknowledge that the Plan states an Infrastructure Delivery Plan is being 
produced and we would be keen to work with you to develop this to ensure there is clarity 
over infrastructure requirements and delivery.         

 Draft Local Plan Policy SS12 sets out the 
Council’s approach to planning obligations 
and the Community Infrastructure Levy.  

PO289
5 

James 
Chadwick 

Staffordsh
ire County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

Comments on each of the sites have been provided previously from a transport planning 
perspective. We have now updated some of those comments and these are appended. 
With regard to proposed housing sites to the south west of Cheadle and their potential to 
deliver the Mobberley Link Road (western bypass), the benefits of this will need to be 
demonstrated through the study work identified in the Core Strategy section 8.1.53 Policy 
SS5c. Appended is a plan showing the protected line for this route. Presumably the access 
road to these proposed development sites could form the southern section of this route, 
although it would need to be designed to allow the required capacity for a bypass. This 
may be difficult to achieve if, for instance, the access road is designed in accordance with 
the Department for Transports Manual for Streets. There is also the question of how many 
forms of access would be required to this development area which is intended to 
accommodate in excess of 400 dwellings. Paragraph 3.32 of the Plan refers to the 
safeguarding of a potential indicative route to enable provision of the bypass. However it is 
difficult to see how this together with the Adopted Core Strategy Policy SS5c can 
effectively achieve this. The policy contains the phrase: improve environmental quality and 
accessibility by: reducing levels of through traffic in the town centre and along the A521 
and A522 promoting the longer term provision of a bypass to the west of the town. The 
explanatory text of the Core Strategy reads: ‘8.1.53 One of the most significant challenges 
is identifying the need and viability of a bypass to relieve through traffic in the town and 
provide improved access to existing and planned housing and employment areas. Whilst 
some junction improvements have been implemented, there remains a strong need to 
investigate and identify other potential solutions to improve traffic flows through the town 
particularly in the light of the growth aspirations for the town. A Transportation Study will 
therefore be required to investigate the need and viability of a bypass and/or other traffic 
management solutions, including a link from the A50 at Blythe Bridge to Cheadle, the 
implications for surrounding villages and the wider area and the scope for funding from 
proposed developments. This will be undertaken as part of the review of the Core 

 Comments noted. 
 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study 

(2017) considers the potential SW link road.  
Currently there is no link between the A522 
Tean Road and Brookhouse Way / A521 due 
to it being severed by a disused railway line.  
The railway line is in third party ownership 
and a bridge will be required to connect a link 
road through.  The proposed link road would 
allow a percentage of predicted trips from the 
SW area to traverse Brookhouse Way / A521 
opposed to solely the A522, however the 
level of trips which would use the A521 from 
this area would have a minimal effect in 
improving congestion within Cheadle Town 
Centre. The study considers that the 
proposed Link Road would not be a solution 
on its own. 
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Strategy.’ The bypass is also not shown on the Core Strategy Key Diagram and Inset 
Maps. It is noted that paragraph 3.31 of the Plan refers to a further study to explore the 
case and feasibility of a bypass. Therefore, currently the Core Strategy says that the need 
/ viability for a Bypass has yet to be established and all that’s shown on Map 47 Cheadle 
as a ‘potential link road’ is part of the historic route of the A521-A522 Cheadle Western 
Bypass afforded protection by SCC in 2002 and currently declared on searches. It needs 
to be appreciated that in these circumstances the ‘protection’ afforded by SCC to this route 
may be insufficient to resist a challenge from a developer. 

PO611 MRS 
ELLEN 
FAULKNE
R 

      General 
comment 

Can't really comment on this.  Just hope a lot of thought goes into any plans. Comments noted. 

PO612 MRS 
ELLEN 
FAULKNE
R 

      General 
comment 

No plans seem to have made re Health care, police, schools and other public services.  National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan is 
being prepared which will identify the 
infrastructure necessary to support the Local 
Plan proposals. It builds on the findings of 
the Development Capacity Study for the Core 
Strategy.  Consultation and work with 
infrastructure providers is ongoing and their 
feedback will inform the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan and the Local Plan. The 
Council is working with the Staffordshire 
County Council to assess the impact 
proposed development on school capacity, 
what additional capacity is needed and how 
this can be delivered.  

PO406 Mr David 
John Allen 

      General 
comment 

I will leave this to the experts , other than I feel access onto the road nodes and any 
associated reduction in the speed limit need to be considered.  

Comments noted. 

PO629 Ms Alison 
Conybear
e 

      Object I object strongly strongly to the alteration of the green belt, particularly to enable 
development. The reason the green belt is in existence is to restrict development and 
protect the urban boundaries and surrounding countryside.  Has the provision for future 
schools taken into account the fact that most of the baby-boom children are now in their 
40s and hence additional children increases will be through immigration only, an issue that 
is not prominent in this area of Britain. Therefore is suggest that there will not be a 
requirement for an increase in schooling. The Valley School in Oakamoor, for example, 
has a lack of children attending the school, not a surplus.  

 The NPPF states that once established, 
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered 
in exceptional circumstances, through the 
preparation or review of the Local Plan.  The 
Green Belt Review Study provides a strategic 
review of Green Belt purposes and a more 
detailed site-based assessment of land which 
could be considered for review. 

 See response to PO612 regarding school 
capacity.  

 
PO884 Mr Elliot 

Broadhurs
t 

  mrs 
diane 
broadhur
st 

  Object I don't agree with the proposals to change the green belt boundaries in order to create 
more housing sites. We should be using brownfield sites instead.  

 See response to PO629 regarding Green 
Belt. 

 There is not enough brownfield land or sites 
or infill sites in settlements to meet the 
District’s proposed housing requirements so 
green field sites have been proposed. 

PO162
3 

Mr John 
Steele 

      Object This is almost laughable, all the larger elements of housing allocation require significant 
improvements to our roads to eliminate or reduce hazards, but we know that the Highway 
Authority, namely SCC, will blandly wave aside all objections from the safety of their 

 Advice has been taken from the Highwways 
Authority regarding all proposed sites. 

 See response to PO612 regarding the 
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desktop simulations. See also the lack of provision for, schools, doctors, health care 
facilities, open spaces and leisure facilities. 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

 
Leek 
 
PO856 Mr Daniel 

Noble 
      General 

comment 
In relation to the potential and reserve housing allocation at the east end of Leek and as 
per the  Options Site Assessments - Towns.pdf  document, " County Education advise that 
there are capacity issues affecting Leek First-, Middle- and High Schools; and given the 
scale of housing proposed across this catchment, new capacity will be required within 
Leek." I have been unable to find any proposed plans to address this concern. The 
comments on  Options Site Assessments - Towns.pdf  ("T he District Council will work with 
the County Council to identify an appropriate solution.") suggest no plans have been 
proposed. Without this important infrastructure investment I suggest that the housing 
consultation cannot be taken further. Surely if the school capacity problem is not solved, 
new housing cannot and should not be built if the intent is for affordable (family) housing. 

 The Council is working with the Staffordshire 
County Council to assess the impact 
proposed development on school capacity, 
what additional capacity is needed and how 
this can be delivered. 

 In Leek a new First School is proposed and 
an extension to the existing middle school. 

PO204
0 

Mrs Taylor Leek 
Town 
Council 

    Object The plans indicate an extension to Churnet View Middle School and a new First School on 
the Mount - there has been no consultation with the First Schools and maybe better to 
expand existing First Schools. 

 The Council is working with the Staffordshire 
County Council to assess the impact 
proposed development on school capacity, 
what additional capacity is needed and how 
this can be delivered 

 
Biddulph 
 
PO17 Mr Robert 

Moseley 
      Object There is no proposed infrastructure improvement to Biddulph apart from another 

supermarket and 1 primary school. No mention of investment in current schools, roads or 
rail conections to Biddulph. 

See response to PO612 regarding the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

PO811 Mr 
Timothy 
Sproston 

      Object I have concerns that the current infrastructure (Sewage, Schools and Roads) of the town 
will not be able to cope with the need related to additional housing.  This is demonstrated 
most clearly around site BD062. It is proposed to put 40 homes onto, what is currently 
green belt land, right up to the boundary of the main sewage treatment works for the town. 
The impact on infrastucture here is obvious. Highways The only access to this site is via 
Mow lane -> Essex Drive -> York Close. Mow lane (width 4.6 meters) does not meet 
current design standards. There is no footpath on Mow Lane and it is aleady already 
hazardous for pedestrians and drivers. The raduis of the roads on both Essex drive and 
York close do not meet the minimum standard in the SCC Highways design guide policy. 
There is no other access to this site and no feasable way of improving Mow lane to 
accomodate the machinary to even build on BD062 as well as the additional traffic of new 
residents. Sewage works United Utilities have previously stated that the sewage works are 
currently working over capacity, additional housing around Biddulph would exacerbate this 
problem and the land around the sewage works may be vital if there was a need to 
expand. It seems insane that someone with some Planning experience or insight would be 
proposing to build new properties (expensive 4, 3 bed or even 2 bed social housing) in 
such close proximity to the main sewage works in the town - to enjoy the sights, sounds 
and smells. 

See response to Question 19 regarding site 
BD062.  

PO553 MRS 
ANGELA 
Turner 

      General 
comment 

I think this is poorly researched, poorly understand and requires the input of thrid party 
organisations which in some cases have not shared information.   In Biddulph, United 
Utilities is one such example.  They urgently need to share their DG5 register as you state 
in your FRA document pg. 26/27.  Properties around the sewage works suffer from sewer 
flooding on a regular basis and this information is missing.  The pipework infrastructure 
cannot cope, with junctions between pipes blowing manhole covers off the top and 
overspilling raw sewage into the field and into the Brook causing pollution incidents.  This 
network is over capapcity (as evidence in a Case Study regarding an upgrade in 2009 
designed for approx.17000 population).  The National Trust at Biddulph Grange are about 
to feed into this system as well as any proposed new housing development. Enforcement 

See response to Question 19 relating to sites 
BD062, BD068 and BD087. 
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of any amenity issues ultimately rests with SMDC.  Make sure the research evidence base 
is correct otherwise people living in proximity to this works will suffer. This is just one 
example where the actual infrastructure improvement needed (on site and across the pipe 
network) is totally unknown. 

PO849 mr alan 
brown 

      Object The development of ADDO3 would have a severe effect on the bio-diversity of the 
surrounding areas. at the consultation meeting in the Town Hall it was said a desk top 
survey of the area had taken place. A full Environmental Impact Assessment of the area 
needs to be carried out and the results made public before any decisions are made. 

See response to Question 19 relating to site 
ADD03. 

PO828 mr alan 
brown 

      Object I believe the upgrading of Akesmore Lane to provide access for the proposed development 
of ADD03 in Biddulph. Will create a "ratrun" that will cause Mow Lane and Tower Hill Road 
to become over congested. This will have a detrimental effect on area's that are 
predominantly occupied by elderly people making driving and pedestrian conditions on 
restricted country lanes unnecessarily dangerous. Also the council has just spent a lot of 
money upgrading the playing fields at Halls Lane (less than 500m from Akesmore Lane) in 
the hope of attracting more people to use them which will also increase the traffic flow of 
vehicles, children on bycycle's and all ages on foot. Also the current sewerage system is 
not able to take any further development and would have to be upgraded has this cost 
been taken into account? 

See response to Question 19 relating to site 
ADD03 

PO102
4 

Mr Peter 
Barnett 

      Object As mentioned previously, Akesmore lane would have to be widened and Halls 
Road/Station road would have to,be strengthened before any building work could 
commence. 

See response to Question 19 relating to site 
ADD03 

 
Cheadle 
 
PO390 Mrs 

Joanne 
Chadwick 

      General 
comment 

Cheadle Town centre cannot cope with anymore traffic.  It would be difficult to alter due to 
the limited options available.  A link road is a consideration but as far as i can see it goes 
half way through a proposed new estate.  Two points here: - if the road does go through to 
Brookhouse industrial estate the heavy duty traffic will using it will be considerable and not 
appropriate for an estate road. - if the above link road is put in it would be useless unless 
the second half is consttructed which would link Brookhouses the leek Road, where e JCB 
factories are. 

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study 
(2017) considers the potential SW link road.  
Currently there is no link between the A522 
Tean Road and Brookhouse Way / A521 due 
to it being severed by a disused railway line.  
The railway line is in third party ownership 
and a bridge will be required to connect a link 
road through.  The proposed link road would 
allow a percentage of predicted trips from the 
SW area to traverse Brookhouse Way / A521 
opposed to solely the A522, however the 
level of trips which would use the A521 from 
this area would have a minimal effect in 
improving congestion within Cheadle Town 
Centre. The study considers that the 
proposed Link Road would not be a solution 
on its own. 

PO106
0 

Mr John 
Bevan 

Cheadle 
Unite 

    General 
comment 

See our comments/ answer to Question1  ie New link road in Green belt from JCB (built in 
Green belt) Leek Rd  to Brookhouses, Cheadle and on over New Haden bank to Draycott 
& hence the A50. Perhaps JCB would contribute. 

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study 
(2017) considers that in the future further 
connections to a link road around the town, 
would potentially offer a longer term solution 
providing a more suitable alternative. The 
rationale being that additional highway 
infrastructure could be funded by the 
developer, as specified as part of the 
development. This could be implemented so 
that over a period of time, such roads would 
connect, forming an Outer Distributor Road 
network around Cheadle which could reduce 
vehicle throughput and congestion in the 
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town centre. 
 
Blythe Bridge 
 
PO101 Mr 

Anthony 
Keith 
Simcock 

      Object As I said before the junction of Draycott Road, Uttoxter Road, Blythe Bridge and entrance 
to the site is not suitable for additional traffic. 

See response to Question 37 relating to site 
BB054. 

PO900 mrs diane 
broadhurs
t 

  mrs 
diane 
broadhur
st 

  Object This plan has come out of the blue. New areas have appeared that weren't included in the 
previous colsultation - BB041 was not on. This isn't a fair consultation as people may have 
expressed different views on the last consultation if it had been included at the same time. 
This site would be much more of an ecological loss than some of the other sites. 

See response to Question 37 relating to site 
BB041. 

PO994
1 

St 
Modwen 
Developm
ent Ltd 

St 
Modwen 
Developm
ents 
Limited 

Ms 
Stacey 
Green 

Barton 
Willmore 

General 
comment 

Email containing letter and Evidence Report submitted [both attached to PO9838]: We 
note that the Consultation Document refers to the future preparation of an Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan and we reserve our position to comment on that in due course. We have 
reviewed the availability of services and facilities within Blythe Bridge and Forsbrook and 
these are highlighted within Section 5.0 to our Evidence Base Report. We consider that 
there are services and facilities within the settlement that can support new homes and 
employment opportunities proposed by St Modwen on their site. 

Comments regarding the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan are noted. 

 
Brown Edge 
 
PO46 Mr P 

Rushton 
      Object The housing development plans for the SMDC area have generally scant regard for the 

infrastructure of areas selected.   It is nonsensical to impose a housing estate on the 
already over-populated village of Brown Edge in a location where roads are inadequate for 
additional traffic, sewers and drainage problematic, school at capacity level and facilities 
plus services are insufficient for the present population. 

National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and capacity of 
infrastructure to meet forecast demands. An 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is being prepared 
which will identify the infrastructure necessary to 
support the Local Plan proposals. It builds on the 
findings of the Development Capacity Study for 
the Core Strategy.  Consultation and work with 
infrastructure providers is ongoing and their 
feedback will inform the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan and the Local Plan. The Council is working 
with the Staffordshire County Council to assess 
the impact proposed development on school 
capacity, what additional capacity is needed and 
how this can be delivered. 

 
Cheddleton 
 
PO15 Dr Gordon 

Foulkes 
      Object From reading the document it would seem that the previous consultation has not been 

considered as I can find no reference to the plethora of comments objecting to elements of 
the plan and no indication that any weight has been given to these. My response to that 
consultation was in respect of sites CD001 and CD 002 on the Cheddleton plan.  That 
response remains my view on the basis that .......to increase the traffic entering the A520 
would be foolhardy.  Having lived on the road for 35 years I have seen the nature and 
volume of traffic increase year on year with many heavy commercial vehicles using the 
road and the traffic volumes significnatly increasing.  In the place where the inevitable 
additional traffic would enter the road (known locally as Williamson's Hollow)  there has 
been at least one fatality and several lesser accidents. ..... the land in question was 
designated as green belt and is on the edge of the parish boundary between Weltey Rocks 
and Cheddleton and would blur the distinct nature of these two communities. I do hope 
that the term 'consultation' lives up to its name before any irreversable decisions are taken.  

 Responses to the comments received to the 
Site Options consultation in 2015 were 
reported to the Council Assembly on 13 April 
2016 and are available on the Council’s 
website. 

 See responses  to Question 37 relating to 
sites CD001 and CD002. 
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Endon 
 
PO390
5 

Mr J 
Silitlitoe 

      Object Any large scale development in Endon must address the flooding issues, currently being 
discussed with the Nation Flood Forum. The major junction at Station Road/Clay Lake 
must be resigned to cope with additional traffic – this is a hazardous junction and will 
become more so with increased traffic. Any development without solving these problems 
will be insensitive and lacking any common sense. 

 Comments noted.  A Level 1 SFRA has been 
undertaken for the district and discussions 
held with both the Environment Agency and 
the Lead Local Flood Authority.  

 
Upper Tean 
 
PO102
9 

Mrs 
Shelagh 
Wood 

  Mrs 
Shelagh 
Wood 

VVSM Object Infrastucture in Cressswell and roads between Draycott and Tean are totally inadequate 
and there is neither the land nor the capacity to widen these roads. 

 Comments noted.  

 
Draycott 
 
PO941 Mrs 

Kathleen 
Bradshaw 

      General 
comment 

My village of Draycott has no shops, no school, no medical services,   How does the Local 
Plan think to address this?  The hamlet of Cresswell is to get 168 new houses - surely that 
will just compound the misery for local residents?  And then of course the Blythe Park 
development has to have better access to its site.  Talk of two large roundabouts on roads 
where they go from wide to narrow in a few yards - where two large vehicles cannot safely 
pass seems to me to be folly of the first order.  Every road leaving Draycott has at least 
one pinch point!!  Uttoxeter Road Draycott is the only safe bypass for the A50 when it is 
closed.  Add roundabouts and we might as well become hermits in our own homes. 

 The site has outline planning approval.   
 

 
Hollington 
 
PO903 Dr 

Anthony 
Shallcross 

      General 
comment 

Traffic is the major issue here. The ridiculous situation we have now is that three speed 
limits meet at the Quarry Bank- Main Road junction. Going east is a 30 mph, going west is 
40 mph and going north it is national speed limit. Ironically the roads get narrower going 
north and west  and there are no pavements in the village. There should be a 
rationalisation of the limit to 30 mph supported by traffic calming measures to combat 
speeding along Main Road. A speedwatch survey recently identified a traffic flow 0f 166 
cars in an hour of which around 17% were exceeding the 30 mph limit. The narrowness of 
the roads in the village combined with blind junctions on Main Road at Quarry Bank, the 
Cross, Ground Hollow and Firbob Lane are all accident spots. Appropriate measures such 
as mini roundabouts should be put in place to reduce car speeds and the associated 
accident risk.   The planning process needs to be looked at as part of the social 
infrastructure. Residents of the village feel that they are caught in a catch 22 situation 
where residential facilties are approved for tourism but not for long term occupation. 

 Roads and traffic calming are the 
responsbility of Staffordshire County Council.  

PO606 DR 
William 
Callender 

      General 
comment 

Once again the plan is focussed entirely on the road infrastructure of larger towns and 
on major routes. However, there are significant problems to address in roads through 
smaller rural villages such as Hollington that are on commuter routes. Excessive (for the 
capability of the roads) levels of traffic and speeding, lack of footpaths, force local 
residents to be prisoners in there own homes at certain times of the day. The plan also 
appears to make no mention of broadband infrastructre developemnt which is becoming 
increasingly important if we want to support rural businesses and farming. 

See reponse to PO903 regarding Hollington.  
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