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PO335 Mr & Mrs Harrison Director Ken 
Wainman 
Associates Ltd 

Mr Kenneth 
Wainman 

Ken Wainman 
Associates Ltd 

Object LAND TO THE WEST OF FRIAR’S CLOSE, CHEADLE .  On behalf of my clients, the site 
owners, Mr & Mrs Harrison (address supplied).  I object to the omission of site from 
the proposed residential allocations. My clients put forward the site in a letter 
dated 18 September 2015 as part of the Site Options consultations. A location plan 
was submitted with the letter.  The reasons for objecting to the exclusion of the site 
are: Although the site is outside the proposed Town Boundary and in the Green Belt 
it is within walking distance of the town centre, shops and services and is 
immediately available for development. Access to the site is via an existing access 
from Friar’s Close and was shown on the previously submitted plan. Whilst the site 
is in the Green Belt and below the threshold for display in the Local Plan 
development for housing would make beneficial use of the land which is currently 
mown grass and not in agricultural use and because of its location away from farms 
is not suitable for agricultural use. It is immediately adjacent to modern housing 
and development would not have a significant effect on the wider landscape 
character. The woodland to the west would provide a clear, recognisable and 
permanent boundary to the site and the Green Belt. Development on this site 
would not conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt (preventing sprawl, 
encroachment, merger, protecting the setting of historic towns and urban 
regeneration). Whilst the land would be developed the site is contained by the 
surrounding properties and woodland. Because of the number of houses proposed 
the site is not specifically assessed in the Council’s Green Belt Review however in 
the Review the site is in the S13 sub-zone where its contribution to preventing 
sprawl, merger, and assisting urban regeneration is considered to be limited. The 
Review considers that the zone does make a contribution towards the setting of the 
town and preventing encroachment. However, it is contended that because of the 
site’s location between houses and woodland development would not lead to 
encroachment as it would involve only a small part of the sub-zone from which it is 
visually separated by the woodland. Further, because of its setting against a 
backdrop of trees, because it would be partially hidden by the existing houses on 
Friars Close, and because of the small-scale of proposed development it would not 
have a harmful effect on the setting of the town. The access is about 4 m wide, with 
clear sight from one end to the other, and would be suitable as an access-way for a 
low density development of up to five houses. Vehicle access to Friars Close is via 
Croft Road and via Church Street and Prince George Street. The first and last roads, 
whilst narrow, are one-way and thus able to accommodate any increase in traffic to 
and from the site which would not be large.   The proximity to the town centre 
would most likely mean fewer car journeys to shops and services not adding in any 
significant way to the congestion in the town. There are a number of semi-mature 
trees on the site but these are not protected by Tree Preservation Order. It would 
be possible to sensitively develop the site whilst retaining many of the trees and 
create an attractive development. There is a wood to the west of the site and trees 
to the north and south which form strong and clear boundaries to the site and an 
attractive backcloth for development. A low density development would also 
provide opportunities for new tree planting in keeping with the setting. This part of 
Cheadle is naturally hilly and characterised by narrow roads and houses on the 
slopes. Houses on this site would be in character with the area and whilst the site 
slopes to the east it is open to the south and it would be possible to design the 
houses to take advantage of this.   My clients request that this site is removed from 

See response to Question 26 – Green Belt 
Boundary, comment number PO334. 
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the Green Belt and included in the Town Development Boundary to enable its 
residential development. 

PO478 Mr T A J Campbell   Mr John Wren JMW Planning Limited Object The boundary excludes site CH093 which is a deliverable housing site.It is currently 
in the Green Belt and representations were made about removing this designation 
last year. Greater weight should have been given to those representations given the 
Council's strategy for Cheadle and the lack of alternative suitable sites to bring 
forward development quickly. The site should be taken out of the green belt and be 
allocated for housing with the development boundary adjusted accordingly. 

See response to Question 26 – Green Belt 
Boundary comment number PO479. 

PO798 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General 
comment 

Please seek the local residents views. These are the most important. Residents views have been sought as part of 
the consultation. 

PO1009 Mrs Laura 
Cartlidge 

      Object It is entirely inappropriate to be consulting on proposals in respect of Cheadle 
when; a) 'this consultation does not include details of proposed policies that will be 
included in the Local Plan' (paragraph 1.4).   b) ' a transport study (WILL be 
completed) relating to the cumulative impact of development in the vicinity of 
Cheadle and the A50 (paragraph 1.16). 'The study WILL explore the case and 
feasibility of a bypass to the west of the town' (paragraph 3.31).   c) 'an 
infrastructure delivery plan IS BEING PREPARED' (paragraph 3.27)   In short the 
public is being consulted on spatial matters in a significant research and policy 
vacuum. We would add that it seems equally inappropriate to plan consultation on 
Local Plan Policies in the peak holiday months of July and August.     

Some evidence base documents were still in 
progress prior to  the Preferred Options and 
Boundaries consultation. There will be an 
opportunity to comment on the draft policies, 
the transport study at the next consultation 
stage.     

PO6880 Unknown Stoddards Ltd Mr G Willard   General 
comment 

None at this stage but reserve the right to comment later.  Comment noted. 

PO6933 Mr M Bullock   Mr Ben 
Weatherley 

Knights LLP Object Following from the comments above, we would encourage the LPA to give further 
consideration to potential changes to the town and Green Belt boundaries in 
Cheadle and support a strategy for releasing sites from the Green Belt through the 
Local Plan process where appropriate - such as to accommodate residential 
development on part of the land in our client’s ownership at Park Lane. Our 
previous representations have included submission of the following: A report in 
response to the SHLAA setting out the proposed development of our client’s site 
and associated justification (see Enclosure 1); A diagram (Enclosure 2) showing the 
site’s proximity and accessibility to Cheadle High Street and other facilities nearby 
including the nearest bus stops and supermarkets (all within walking distance); A 
further diagram (Enclosure 3) showing the site’s relationship to a large number of 
buildings in the vicinity, which highlights the site’s proximity to existing built 
development and confirms that the northern half of the site is an infill plot amongst 
this existing development; An indicative site plan and elevation (Enclosure 4) - 
featuring an access designed by highway consultants (SCP Transport) - to 
demonstrate that safe and suitable vehicular access onto the site could be achieved 
and showing the development of five detached single storey dwellings (with 
accommodation in the roofspace) on the front (north) part of the site, reflecting 
the building line of the existing residential properties on both sides of our client’s 
site and demonstrating that a suitable housing layout of an appropriate density and 
character for the area could be provided on site taking other relevant factors into 
account. In response to the previous round of consultation, the Council published 
an Options Site Assessment, which forms part of the supporting documents to the 
current consultation. We would like to make the following comments in response to 
the content of the assessment of site CH165: 1. The assessment of site CH165 is 

See response to Question 26 – Green Belt 
Boundary comment number PO6934. 
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based on the development of circa 26 dwellings, therefore no account has been 
taken of our previous representations that promote the development of circa 5 
dwellings on the northern part of the site only. We would urge the LPA to 
reconsider the site on this basis. 2. Similarly, reference is made to the Green Belt 
Review concluding that the site makes a significant contribution and should not be 
considered for release, however it is considered that the impact would not be 
significant when considering the development of circa 5 single storey dwellings on 
the northern part of the site only - which is at lower level than the more 
prominent higher ground to the south - and the infill nature of the site (with 
existing dwellings to both sides). The combination of the topography of the lower 
part of the site and provision of dormer   bungalows that would blend into and 
complement the existing dwellings to both sides of the site would limit the impact 
of the site’s development on the Green Belt. 3. We welcome and support the 
acknowledgment that the site’s accessibility to services, facilities and areas of 
existing employment is likely to have a positive effect. 4. Reference is made to the 
site’s development having a significant negative effect as a result of it comprising 
greenfield, grade 3 agricultural land. However, there is a good supply of grade 
3 land in the vicinity and furthermore the site has severely limited potential for 
agricultural purposes as a result of its limited size and the proximity of existing 
dwellings to both sides (east and west). 5. With regard to access, reference is made 
to SCC Highways commenting that Park Lane is narrow and unmade and would 
need to be widened and improved to provide access to this site.    However the 
road already provides access to a number of residential properties - including some 
further west than our client’s land - and was deemed a suitable access to serve 
other uses nearby including the adjoining cemetery (which we understand has or 
will be doubled in size without such concerns being raised about the use of Park 
Lane to provide access to it). Furthermore we would also draw your attention to the 
section of our original SHLAA representations (Enclosure 1), which provide 
information on the low number of vehicle movements that would be generated by 
the development of circa five dwellings on the northern part of the site. 6. Further 
to the two points above, it is considered that traffic associated with residential 
development of the site would be more acceptable on Park Lane and the local 
highway network in general than the frequent use of larger vehicles associated with 
any future use of the site for agricultural purposes. With all the merits of the site in 
mind we would urge the LPA to re-consider the potential allocation of the 
front/northern part of our client’s land at Park Lane, Cheadle for housing 
development along with associated revisions to the town and Green Belt boundary 
on the edge of Cheadle to accommodate this. The site is being promoted by a 
willing landowner and it is considered that the proposed development of five 
detached dwellings on the subject site is technically deliverable. Given the location 
and characteristics of the site and the availability of local 
services/utilities/infrastructure residential development of this site is economically 
viable and therefore achievable. Whilst the site is located within the Green Belt, we 
consider that additional sites are required to meet the housing needs of Cheadle 
and the district as a whole, particularly given that opportunities to deliver housing 
on previously developed land and other infill or windfall sites within the existing 
settlement boundary are severely limited. The release of land from the Green Belt is 
now further justified through an increase in the housing requirement, and as 
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demonstrated in this submission, and other submissions made by Knights to date 
regarding the land at Park Lane, the release of the northern part of this site from 
the Green Belt is considered to be justified, effective, and would be consistent with 
national policy. I trust that this letter is clear in expressing our views regarding 
potential revisions to the Local Plan to incorporate the allocation of land at Park 
Lane, Cheadle for housing development. 

PO7051   Danbank 
Developments Ltd 

Richard Barton HOW Planning LLP General 
comment 

Danbank Developments consider that the proposed Cheadle development 
boundary is suitable and appropriate to deliver the identified quantum of 
development identified within the adopted Core Strategy. Danbank Developments 
would, however, reiterate that the identified amount of development is a minimum 
requirement and should not be regarded as a ceiling. 

 Support noted.   

PO6812    Mr G Willard   Object Yes. The town boundary fails to provide for small scale housing sites that could be 
suitable for small scale local builders or for self-builders. The attached plan shows a 
relatively small area of land that is in limited ownership and which is free from any 
legal or technical encumbrance preventing development. The site lies to the South 
(and to the town side) of site CH165 which is considered not to be suitable for 
development. The character of this land is sloping and it is in use as a paddock, 
garden land or as urban scrub. Its character and nature is markedly different from 
the land that lies to the North and West of the site (including site CH165) as will be 
borne out by a site visit by officers. 

See response to Question 26 – Green Belt 
Boundary comment number PO6843. 

PO7032 J W Poultney   Mr Gregory Gray Gregory Gray 
Associates 

Object Our Client objects to the exclusion of Harewood Grange Farm from the Cheadle 
Town Boundary. The site would comprise a logical extension in association with 
other land uses in the area that is otherwise unconstrained and plays no meaningful 
Green Belt function (a separate representation is made to Q26) and will provide an 
appropriate and logical area for sustainable settlement growth over the Plan 
period, avoiding the need for further Green Belt review. 

See response to Question 26 – Green Belt 
Boundary comment number PO7035. 
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PO2569 Mrs Maggie 
Taylor 

Planning 
Manager Sport 
England 

    All Object I note some of the open space designations are formal sports facilities 
(which is supported) but it is very important that all sports sites are 
captured otherwise those excluded will have lesser protection.  I note 
that the Football Ground off Orchard Court/Grace Street for example is 
not designated whereas the cricket club site just to the north is - why?  I 
also note that the playing fields associated with the secondary school 
are not designated – should they not be?  It will be important to clarify 
what is designated and why (or why not) and to ensure all playing fields 
are clearly protected (as it is a defined function/use of open space), 
whether it is in Council ownership or not (Birchall Playing Fields appears 
to be included?) so there is a consistent level of protect for all open 
space, whatever its use.   This principle applies across ALL THE 
PROPOSED PLANS. 

The Council is undertaking a review of  open space, 
sport and recreation facilties which includes an 
updated playing pitch strategy.  Any inconsistencies 
will be investigated as part of this updated work.  

PO2864 James Chadwick Spatial Planning 
Policy Officer 
Staffordshire 
County Council 

    All Object In relation to the areas of Open Space identified throughout the site 
options document it is noted that all school playing fields have been 
categorised as open space, some in their entirety and others appear to 
only include certain parts. There is no definition in the plan as to what 
‘Open Space’ constitutes or whether it needs to be accessible to the 
general public. As the Plan progresses it is unclear what policy 
restrictions may be imposed to such land. We therefore reserve out 
position on ‘Open Space’ at school fields and suggest that further 
discussion is required on whether the identification of school playing 
fields as ‘Open Space’ is required given the protection afforded to 
playing fields already through National Planning legislation and school 
premises legislation? 

 Not all the open spaces marked on the map are 
accessible to the public and should be indicated as 
‘open space’ rather than ‘public  open space’.   

 See response to PO2569. 
 

PO1290 Justin Milward Lead 
Government 
Affairs Officer 
(Local), 
Woodland Trust 

    All sites Support Support provision of Open Space in the Local Plan. (Further detail in 
attached comments ). 

 Support noted. 

PO621 Mr Julian 
Baskeyfield 

      All Object The majority of the 'public' open spaces on the map are in fact private 
property and belong to the schools. The map gives the impression that 
the public open spaces are evenly balanced across the town when this is 
not the case. If the housing is bulit in the south most people will be a 
considerable distance from any public open space. This needs to be 
rectified on the map because it is midinforming the public. 

 See response to PO2864 regarding public open 
space.  

 

PO819 Mr Alan 
Donaldson 

      All to south 
west of Tean 
Road 

General 
comment 

The existing open spaces marked in green, to the west of the Tean Road 
are playing fields or hospital grounds or church yard which are not 
accessible to the general public.  Therefore should the proposed 
developments take place consideration must be given for open public 
access areas to be included within any development ie CH085D.  This 
area is predominately bungalows occupied by elderly who would benefit 
from access to open space within a short walk, which the farmer 
currently allows. 

 See response to PO2864 regarding public open 
space.  

 Public access within sites and links to wider green 
infrastructure will need to be considered within 
the layout and design of each site.  
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PO1505 
PO1497 
PO1512 
PO1517 
PO7080 

Mrs J L Taylor 
Mr J P Taylor 
Mr P Taylor 
Mr T A Taylor 
M Ellicock 

      CH001 General 
comment 

Looking at the map designations, the areas designated as Visual Open 
Space are few but the land designated for development is considerable. 
Due to the fact that the proposed development of CH001 would have 
the maximum adverse impact upon existing residents, given that it is 
bordered by more existing residents than most of the other proposed 
sites, plus those residents in the adjoining road structure, it would make 
more sense to for this to be Visual Open Space instead of being used to 
connect the existing housing to form one of the largest blocks of 
housing in Cheadle. 

 This area has already been identified as an 
appropriate area for housing in the adopted Core 
Strategy and is well related to the existing 
settlement.  

 New housing schemes will need  to incorporate 
areas of open space and landscaping, and also 
maintain existing pedestrian links  as well as the 
creation of new links. 

PO1010 Mrs Laura 
Cartlidge 

      CH085a Object It is erroneous to classify large areas of school and college playing fields 
in the south west of the town as ' Public Open Space'. While some is in 
'public' ownership, there is no de facto access on a casual basis for 
members of the general public. It is to provide a misleading picture of 
public open space availability in this part of the town. 

 See response to PO2864 regarding public open 
space.  

 

PO1237 Mr & Mrs S & A 
Baker 

      Cheadle Object Tonight’s meeting has been very useful there were points however on 
the maps that were incorrect. Public open spaces, bright green in colour 
were all schools! School playing fields are private. In the day there are 
child safety issues and at night locked due to vandalism? 

 See response to PO2864 regarding public open 
space.  

 

PO108 Mr Andrew 
Baker 

      Cheadle west Object We live on Paragon Close in Cheadle which runs parallel to the proposed 
development site. Is the council aware that there is a significant drop of 
between 6 to 8 feet onto the field which is a known flood plain? The 
fields identified are used continually by families, dog walkers and 
runners. Building on this area would severely limit the public’s access to 
open and green areas, and with the arrival of potentially 1000 cars the 
pollution levels would rise significantly.   The primary school that has 
been identified to be built is not necessary as the present schools are 
not full. However is the council aware that the only two high schools are 
full and are turning prospective pupils away? It must be noted that the 
areas on the map designated by the council as public open spaces were 
actually school playing fields. So, in fact the “green” areas are neither 
public nor open. This is misleading information. 

 See response to  PO2864 regarding public open 
space.  

 Public access within sites and links to wider green 
infrastructure will need to be considered within 
the layout and design of each site. 

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment for the District, the results 
of which have been used to inform the site 
selection process. The site is within Flood Zone 1 – 
Low probability, however a small section located 
to  the west of the site is located in Flood Zone 3 – 
High probability.  This could be incorporated  open 
space. Any application would be accompanied by 
an FRA which would consider surface water run-
off. Mitigation would be required to ensure that 
neighbouring areas are not affected.  

 Based on the anticipated number of new dwellings 
in Cheadle, Staffordshire County Council have 
indicated that a new Primary School will be 
required.   

PO799 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General General 
comment 

Please seek the local residents views. These are the most important. Residents views have been sought as part of the 
consultation. 

PO7514 Mr Philip Walton       General 
comments 

Object Cheadle There are no Public Areas on this side of Cheadle (west).  Those 
'green' areas depicted on the map are school playing fields to which the 
public has no access. Cheadle does not have much open space within 
the town, and what we do have needs improvement. The plans do not 
seem to indicate new open spaces, play areas etc to accommodate the 
new families. 

 See response to  PO2864 regarding  public open 
space.  

 New housing schemes will need  to incorporate 
areas of open space and landscaping. 
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PO167 Mrs E Baskeyfield       Multiple Object Many of the 'public open spaces' highlighted on the map are not actually 
public open spaces.  Land belonging to the Moorlands Sixth Form 
College, Painsley Catholic College, The Cheadle Academy and Cheadle 
County Primary have all been highlighted.  These are in fact private 
property and not open to the public. By highlighting these as public 
open spaces it appears that the houseing provision proposed for the 
southern areas of the town is balanced by the open spaces provided 
when this is not the case.  New housing in the south would be some 
distance from any public open space. 

 See response to  PO2864 regarding areas of public 
open space.  

 See response to PO7514 regarding need for new 
open space in Cheadle West.  

PO391 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      South west Object The 3 public open spaces highlighted on the above map for the south 
west are in actual fact schooL fields which we, the public, do not have 
access to.  This map is very misleading.  If you take out the school fields 
then this area of cheadle has little public open space and what it does 
have you are proposing to build on.  

 See response to  PO2864 regarding areas of public 
open space.  

 See response to PO7514 regarding need for new 
open space in Cheadle West. 
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PO80 Mrs Desiree 
Billington 

      General 
comment 

We used to live and work in the heart of the West Midlands (the 
Black Country). A large urban sprawl and often very congested. 
After taking early retirement, in 2012, we chose to live in Cheadle, 
it being a very pleasant semi rural market town. Cheadle has the 
correct amount of properties and population to make it a very nice 
and friendly place to live. It does have its problems, it can get very 
congested at school times and morning and evening rush hour. In 
particular in the town centre and Tean Road. Tape Street is also a 
big problem having 3 sets of pedestrian crossing lights which 
causes tailbacks at certain times. No one wants any more building 
in Cheadle. There is not enough infrastructure to cope with an 
extra influx of people. Roads certainly cannot cope with more 
traffic. On a personal note, we do not want any more houses near 
to our property as this will cause noise pollution, obstruct our 
current views, invade our privacy, cause havoc to wildlife and 
maybe even cause environmental problems such as flooding, ie: 
houses being built on farm land which currently has good rain 
water drainage. Cheadle council need to think seriously about the 
upset and problems they are like to cause if they go ahead with a 
ludicrous idea of excess building anywhere in the town. 

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study (2017) 
identifies the likely impacts of the housing and 
employment Preferred Options sites on the 
surrounding highway network.  By 2031 the study 
predicts queuing and delays in certain locations,  in 
part due to 17 years of potential traffic growth 
which is compounded by the additional trips 
generated by new housing and 
employment.   There is limited scope to change 
junction characteristics to improve network 
capacity within the Town Centre due to its 
historically confined road structure. The study 
recommends a package of mitigation measures in 
order to provide additional capacity onto the overall 
network.  Mitigation measures include junction and 
lane improvements, new sites having good access 
to public transport provision, measures to 
encourage walking and cycling to reduce short 
trips, improved HGV signage and new parking 
bays along High Street.  

 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. 

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)  for the District, 
the results of which have been used to inform the 
site selection process. 

PO99 Mrs Karen 
Wilshaw 

  Mrs Karen 
Wilshaw 

  Object This is an opportunity to consider the inclusion of small parcels of 
land close to the centre of Cheadle for building development 
which are currently in the green belt.  I have previously proposed 
a site at the rear of our property (CH016b).  Currently the green 
belt runs through the middle of this site - the lower part has 
already been developed for over 30 years and there are houses 
on three sides of the remaining small parcel of land - one currently 
under construction. Revising the green belt boundary to include 
this land would create the opportunity for a modest building 
development to enhance the diversity of housing close to the 
centre of the town.  Including such parcels of land such as this site 
would not undermine the main purpose of the green belt -
protecting from urban sprawl - as it is already surrounded by 
housing.    

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the recent Housing White 
Paper reiterates this commitment.  

 The Green Belt review considers this parcel (S13) 
is a relatively remote rural parcel which forms part 
of the eastern edge of the Green Belt.  The parcel 
is vulnerable to urbanisation, given its relative 
proximity to Cheadle immediately to the south.  
- Check unrestricted sprawl – limited contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
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- Setting of towns – contribution 
- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 Although the site (CH016b) is in a sustainable 
location close to the town centre and of a relatively 
small size 6 dwellings, it is considered that there 
are no exceptional circumstances to justify 
amendment of the Green Belt boundary in this 
location.  There are other housing sites available in 
Cheadle not located in the Green Belt. 

 Land is identified as important landscape setting to 
settlement. 

PO334 Mr & Mrs 
Harrison 

Director 
Ken 
Wainman 
Associates 
Ltd 

Mr 
Kenneth 
Wainman 

Ken 
Wainman 
Associates 
Ltd 

Object LAND TO THE WEST OF FRIAR’S CLOSE, CHEADLE . On 
behalf of my clients, the site owners, Mr & Mrs Harrison I object to 
the omission of site from the proposed residential allocations. My 
clients put forward the site in a letter dated 18 September 2015 as 
part of the Site Options consultations. A location plan was 
submitted with the letter. The reasons for objecting to the 
exclusion of the site are: Although the site is outside the proposed 
Town Boundary and in the Green Belt it is within walking distance 
of the town centre, shops and services and is immediately 
available for development. Access to the site is via an existing 
access from Friar’s Close and this was shown on the previously 
submitted plan. Whilst the site is in the Green Belt and below the 
threshold for display in the Local Plan development for housing 
would make beneficial use of the land which is currently mown 
grass and not in agricultural use and because of its location away 
from farms is not suitable for agricultural use. It is immediately 
adjacent to modern housing and development would not have a 
significant effect on the wider landscape character. The woodland 
to the west would provide a clear, recognisable and permanent 
boundary to the site and the Green Belt. Development on this site 
would not conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt (preventing 
sprawl, encroachment, merger, protecting the setting of historic 
towns and urban regeneration). Whilst the land would be 
developed the site is contained by the surrounding properties and 
woodland. Because of the number of houses proposed the site is 
not specifically assessed in the Council’s Green Belt Review 
however in the Review the site is in the S13 sub-zone where its 
contribution to preventing sprawl, merger, and assisting urban 
regeneration is considered to be limited. The Review considers 
that the zone does make a contribution towards the setting of the 
town and preventing encroachment. However, it is contended that 
because of the site’s location between houses and woodland 
development would not lead to encroachment as it would involve 
only a small part of the sub-zone from which it is visually 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the recent Housing White 
Paper reiterates this commitment.  
 

 Green Belt review considers this parcel (S13) is a 
relatively remote rural parcel which forms part of 
the eastern edge of the Green Belt.  The parcel is 
vulnerable to urbanisation, given its relative 
proximity to Cheadle immediately to the south.  
- Check unrestricted sprawl – limited contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
- Setting of towns – contribution 
- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 
 Although the site is in a sustainable location close 

to the town centre and of a relatively small size,  it 
is considered that there are no exceptional 
circumstances to justify amendment of the Green 
Belt boundary in this location.  There are other 
housing sites available in Cheadle not located in 
the Green Belt. 
 

 Land is identified as important landscape setting to 
settlement. 
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separated by the woodland. Further, because of its setting against 
a backdrop of trees, because it would be partially hidden by the 
existing houses on Friars Close, and because of the small-scale 
of proposed development it would not have a harmful effect on the 
setting of the town. The access is about 4 m wide, with clear sight 
from one end to the other, and would be suitable as an access-
way for a low density development of up to five houses. Vehicle 
access to Friars Close is via Croft Road and via Church Street 
and Prince George Street. The first and last roads, whilst narrow, 
are one-way and thus able to accommodate any increase in traffic 
to and from the site which would not be large. The proximity to the 
town centre would most likely mean fewer car journeys to shops 
and services not adding in any significant way to the congestion in 
the town.  

PO1091 Mr P 
Beesley 

      Object Access into this site would add to an already busy stretch. 
Pedestrians already have to walk up the road to cross the bridge . 
This needs to be sorted as well crossroads at the Huntsman 
which is already an accident black spot. 

 The Highway Authority confirms that site CH128 
could provide access to sites CH093 and CH085a 
– d. A smaller amount of dwellings could be served 
off the existing highways network.  
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PO479 Mr T A J 
Campbell 

  Mr John 
Wren 

JMW 
Planning 
Limited 

Object The retention of site CH093 within the green belt is not justified on 
functional or visual grounds. It meets none of the purposes for 
having this designation set out in paragraph 80 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. Given the urgent need for the Council 
to find deliverable housing sites in the District and in Cheadle in 
particular this land should be taken out of the green belt and 
should be shown as a preferred residential site as the Plan moves 
forward. 

 CH093 was considered as part of the Green Belt 
Review Study and the overall impact of 
development on the purposes of the Green Belt 
was considered to be moderate.   
- Check unrestricted sprawl – contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
- Setting of towns – contribution 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and although concludes that it could 
be considered for release, exceptional 
circumstances would need to be justified.  

 The Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage 
Impact Study considers the site to be of high 
landscape sensitivity.  Some screening is provided 
by woodland to the south, particularly when viewed 
from the A522, however the land rises up from the 
woodland and visual prominence increases. The 
site does not fit well within existing settlement 
pattern and development of the site would 
adversely affect the existing settlement pattern and 
edge, and encroach on countryside. 

 It is considered that there are no exceptional 
circumstances to justify amendment of the Green 
Belt boundary in this location.  There are other 
housing sites available in Cheadle not located in 
the Green Belt. 

PO800 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      Object The green belt must not be altered for development. It is vital to 
maintain in order to prevent urban spread.  

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.  

PO1069 Mr John 
Bevan 

Cheadle 
Unite 

    General 
comment 

Move or use the Green Belt to allow a new Link rd between JCB 
(built in green belt), Leek Rd and Brookhouses, Cheadle & on to 
Draycott & A50 to remove congestion in Cheadle town. 

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study (2017) 
considers the potential for a bypass-type road and 
concludes that the cost to construct a new road 
would be very high and unlikely to offset any cost 
benefits of the scheme.  

 Green Belt review considers this parcel (S13) is a 



Question 26 – Do you have any comments on the Green Belt boundary for Cheadle? 
 

5 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Company 
/ Org 

Agent 
name 

Agent 
Company / 
Org 

Support / 
Object / 
General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

relatively remote rural parcel which forms part of 
the eastern edge of the Green Belt.  The parcel is 
vulnerable to urbanisation, given its relative 
proximity to Cheadle immediately to the south.  
- Check unrestricted sprawl – limited contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
- Setting of towns – contribution 
- Assist regeneration – limited contribution 

PO818 Mr Alan 
Donaldson 

      Object We strongly object to the development of a large section of green 
belt land to the west of Cheadle. 

The development of land to the west of Cheadle would 
not require a substantial Green Belt adjustment as the 
majority of this area has already been taken out of the 
Green Belt.   
 

PO1506 
PO1498 
PO1513 
PO1529 
PO7083 
 

Mrs J L 
Taylor 
Mr J P 
Taylor 
Mr P Taylor 
Mr T A 
Taylor 
M Ellicock 

      General 
comment 

CH168 is listed on the SHLAA document with a potential for 450 
properties.  This area is arguably the least contentious in terms of 
its location, causing least impact upon the existing population as a 
whole and could be served from the existing JCB factory 
roundabout. But it’s on green belt land. So are the JCB Factories. 
Although been on green belt hasn’t stopped it from been listed on 
the SHLAA document. In nearly thirty years of travelling past this 
site, I have yet to see anyone using it . The JCB factories are on 
green belt land and they have been developed responsibly. Few 
would argue that the JCB factories are of enormous benefit to 
Cheadle and are an example of how such land can be a benefit to 
the town as a whole. This could save many other sites in our area 
like CH001 that is widely used for recreational purposes. It would 
have no impact on the existing population or road structure and 
maintain the “open space” character of Cheadle that is so 
important to this town. It is reported that 60% of Cheadle residents 
commute out for employment, CH168 has direct access to the 
A522, the main roadway in and out of the town. The Large Site 
Assessment Forms states; “The Agent states there are no 
ownership constraints Sept 2012” and “Development would be 
economically viable taking into account all likely costs and 
planning obligations associated with the site.” 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the recent Housing White 
Paper reiterates this commitment.  

 Green Belt review considers this parcel (S14) is a 
largely rural parcel which forms part of the eastern 
edge of the Green Belt.  The parcel is vulnerable to 
urbanisation, given its relative proximity to Cheadle 
immediately to the south and east.  
- Check unrestricted sprawl – limited contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
- Setting of towns – contribution 
- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 Although the site (CH168) is in close proximity to 
JCB which is a major employer in the town, it is 
considered that there are no exceptional 
circumstances to justify amendment of the Green 
Belt boundary in this location to accommodate new 
housing.   There are other housing sites available 
in Cheadle not located in the Green Belt. 

PO6934 Mr M Bullock   Mr Ben 
Weatherley 

Knights LLP Object Following from the comments above, we would encourage the 
LPA to give further consideration to potential changes to the town 
and Green Belt boundaries in Cheadle and support a strategy for 
releasing sites from the Green Belt through the Local Plan 
process where appropriate - such as to accommodate residential 
development on part of the land in our client’s ownership at Park 

 CH168  was considered as part of the Green Belt 
Review Study and the overall impact of 
development on the purposes of the Green Belt 
was considered to be significant.   
- Check unrestricted sprawl – contribution 
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Lane. Our previous representations have included submission of 
the following: A report in response to the SHLAA setting out the 
proposed development of our client’s site and associated 
justification (see Enclosure 1); A diagram (Enclosure 2) showing 
the site’s proximity and accessibility to Cheadle High Street and 
other facilities nearby including the nearest bus stops and 
supermarkets (all within walking distance); A further diagram 
(Enclosure 3) showing the site’s relationship to a large number of 
buildings in the vicinity, which highlights the site’s proximity to 
existing built development and confirms that the northern half of 
the site is an infill plot amongst this existing development; An 
indicative site plan and elevation (Enclosure 4) - featuring an 
access designed by highway consultants (SCP Transport) - to 
demonstrate that safe and suitable vehicular access onto the site 
could be achieved and showing the development of five detached 
single storey dwellings (with accommodation in the roofspace) on 
the front (north) part of the site, reflecting the building line of the 
existing residential properties on both sides of our client’s site and 
demonstrating that a suitable housing layout of an appropriate 
density and character for the area could be provided on site taking 
other relevant factors into account. In response to the previous 
round of consultation, the Council published an Options Site 
Assessment, which forms part of the supporting documents to the 
current consultation. We would like to make the following 
comments in response to the content of the assessment of site 
CH165: 1. The assessment of site CH165 is based on the 
development of circa 26 dwellings, therefore no account has been 
taken of our previous representations that promote the 
development of circa 5 dwellings on the northern part of the site 
only. We would urge the LPA to reconsider the site on this basis. 
2. Similarly, reference is made to the Green Belt Review 
concluding that the site makes a significant contribution and 
should not be considered for release, however it is considered 
that the impact would not be significant when considering the 
development of circa 5 single storey dwellings on the northern 
part of the site only - which is at lower level than the more 
prominent higher ground to the south - and the infill nature of the 
site (with existing dwellings to both sides). The combination of the 
topography of the lower part of the site and provision of 
dormer   bungalows that would blend into and complement the 
existing dwellings to both sides of the site would limit the impact of 
the site’s development on the Green Belt. 3. We welcome and 
support the acknowledgment that the site’s accessibility to 
services, facilities and areas of existing employment is likely to 
have a positive effect. 4. Reference is made to the site’s 
development having a significant negative effect as a result of it 
comprising greenfield, grade 3 agricultural land. However, there is 

- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – significant 

contribution 
- Setting of towns – significant contribution 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the recent Housing White 
Paper reiterates this commitment.  

 Although the site is in a sustainable location close 
to the town centre and development would be of a 
much more limited scale (5 dwellings compared to 
an indicative 26 dwellings)  the Green Belt review 
considers that development  in this location would 
create an unacceptable intrusion into open 
countryside on rising land.   It is considered that 
there are no exceptional circumstances to justify 
amendment of the Green Belt boundary in this 
location.  There are other housing sites available in 
Cheadle not located in the Green Belt. 

 Land is identified as important landscape setting to 
settlement in the LCA. 
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a good supply of grade 3 land in the vicinity and furthermore the 
site has severely limited potential for agricultural purposes as a 
result of its limited size and the proximity of existing dwellings to 
both sides (east and west). 5. With regard to access, reference is 
made to SCC Highways commenting that Park Lane is narrow 
and unmade and would need to be widened and improved to 
provide access to this site. However the road already provides 
access to a number of residential properties - including some 
further west than our client’s land - and was deemed a suitable 
access to serve other uses nearby including the adjoining 
cemetery (which we understand has or will be doubled in size 
without such concerns being raised about the use of Park Lane to 
provide access to it). Furthermore we would also draw your 
attention to the section of our original SHLAA representations 
(Enclosure 1), which provide information on the low number of 
vehicle movements that would be generated by the development 
of circa five dwellings on the northern part of the site. 6. Further to 
the two points above, it is considered that traffic associated with 
residential development of the site would be more acceptable on 
Park Lane and the local highway network in general than the 
frequent use of larger vehicles associated with any future use of 
the site for agricultural purposes. With all the merits of the site in 
mind we would urge the LPA to re-consider the potential 
allocation of the front/northern part of our client’s land at Park 
Lane, Cheadle for housing development along with associated 
revisions to the town and Green Belt boundary on the edge of 
Cheadle to accommodate this. The site is being promoted by a 
willing landowner and it is considered that the proposed 
development of five detached dwellings on the subject site is 
technically deliverable. Given the location and characteristics of 
the site and the availability of local services/utilities/infrastructure 
residential development of this site is economically viable and 
therefore achievable. Whilst the site is located within the Green 
Belt, we consider that additional sites are required to meet the 
housing needs of Cheadle and the district as a whole, particularly 
given that opportunities to deliver housing on previously 
developed land and other infill or windfall sites within the existing 
settlement boundary are severely limited. The release of land from 
the Green Belt is now further justified through an increase in the 
housing requirement, and as demonstrated in this submission, 
and other submissions made by Knights to date regarding the 
land at Park Lane, the release of the northern part of this site from 
the Green Belt is considered to be justified, effective, and would 
be consistent with national policy. I trust that this letter is clear in 
expressing our views regarding potential revisions to the Local 
Plan to incorporate the allocation of land at Park Lane, Cheadle 
for housing development. 
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PO7035 J W 
Poultney 

  Mr Gregory 
Gray 

Gregory 
Gray 
Associates 

Object Our Client objects to the inclusion of Harewood Grange Farm in 
the Green Belt and the exclusion from the Cheadle Town 
Boundary (a separate representation is made to Q24). The site 
would comprise a logical settlement extension in association with 
other land uses in the area that is otherwise unconstrained and 
plays no meaningful Green Belt function and will provide an 
appropriate and logical area for sustainable settlement growth 
over the Plan period, avoiding the need for further Green Belt 
review. 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the recent Housing White 
Paper reiterates this commitment.  

 Green Belt review considers this parcel (S13) is a 
relatively remote rural parcel which forms part of 
the eastern edge of the Green Belt.  The parcel is 
vulnerable to urbanisation, given its relative 
proximity to Cheadle immediately to the south.  
- Check unrestricted sprawl – limited contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
- Setting of towns – contribution 
- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 Although Harewood Grange Farm is in close 
proximity to JCB which is a major employer in the 
town, it is considered that there are no exceptional 
circumstances to justify amendment of the Green 
Belt boundary and town development boundary in 
this location to accommodate new housing.   There 
are other housing sites available in Cheadle not 
located in the Green Belt. 

 Land is identified as important landscape setting to 
settlement in the LCA. 

PO6843    Mr G 
Willard 

  Object The NPPG says the following with regard to defining Green Belt 
boundaries: When defining boundaries, local planning authorities 
should: • ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for 
meeting identified requirements for sustainable development; • not 
include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; • 
where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded 
land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet 
longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan 
period; • make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for 
development at the present time. Planning permission for the 
permanent development of safeguarded land should only be 
granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the 
development; • satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will 
not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period; 
and • define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are 
readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. Having regard to 
the above the following comments are relevant:  
The land identified within this submission is wholly sustainable. It 
the closest developable land to the town centre with other land 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the recent Housing White 
Paper reiterates this commitment.  

 Green Belt review considers this parcel (S13) is a 
relatively remote rural parcel which forms part of 
the eastern edge of the Green Belt.  The parcel is 
vulnerable to urbanisation, given its relative 
proximity to Cheadle immediately to the south.  
- Check unrestricted sprawl – limited contribution 
- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 
- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 
- Setting of towns – contribution 
- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 Although the site is in a sustainable location close 
to the town centre and of a relatively small size 10 
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being either too steep to build on or constrained by open space 
designation or forming part of Cheadle Park. Such accessible land 
cannot be disregarded in policy formulation especially since 
sustainability is the golden thread which should run thru policy 
making. There is no need to keep this land open. It is surrounded 
to the North, East and West by residential development. The 
development of the land for housing would not have a significantly 
detrimental impact upon local openness. Whilst the site could be 
identified as safeguarded land this would not address the need 
and requirement to provide land within plans (para 159 of the 
NPPF) that is suitable for self-build housing. The proposal will 
provide a clear and defensible boundary in the form of an ancient 
hedgerow running along the length of the site. This replaces an 
existing Green Belt plan boundary which cuts across garden land 
and an open paddock and which is not so clearly defined or easy 
to defend in the future. It is considered that the plan ought to be 
amended with a revised Green Belt boundary that runs to the 
West of Nursery Close (see attached plan). This would allow for 
limited infilling to the east of this line with self-build or custom 
housing. The council are asked at this stage to pause reflect and 
consider what if any policy provision they have or are likely to 
have for self build housing or small sites suitable for local builders. 
Park Lane is a part of Cheadle which comprises wholly or mainly 
of custom build houses and the small extension of the Green Belt 
boundary in this area will serve to continue that provision and be 
in character with the nature of the area, whilst providing a logical 
and defensible new Green Belt boundary as shown on the 
attached plan (Appendix B). The proposed site ought to be 
measured against the purposes of the Green Belt before it is 
considered for release from the Green Belt. In these respects the 
following can be said: Preventing Sprawl - The site already has 
residential development to the North, East and West of it. It would 
not advance beyond this existing build line and consequently the 
allocation for housing would have a limited contribution to Urban 
Sprawl. Maintain separation - The site is to the North of Cheadle 
with many clear miles of open Green Belt land between the site 
and Stoke-on-Trent. It would have a very limited contribution to 
and would not harm separation. Prevent encroachment - The site 
is bounded by a mature and well defined hedge boundary to the 
West of it which would contain the site to within the built up area. 
It would have a limited impact upon encroachment. Preserve 
setting - The site is modest in scale and protected from wider view 
because of the nature of the gently sloping terrain. Self build 
housing forms on the site would accord with that already 
completed on the adjacent land and the development would have 
at worst only a modest and acceptable impact upon protecting the 
setting of the town. Overall impact upon purpose of the Green Belt 

dwellings, it is considered that there are no 
exceptional circumstances to justify amendment of 
the Green Belt boundary in this location.  There are 
other housing sites available in Cheadle not 
located in the Green Belt. 

 Land is identified as important landscape setting to 
settlement. 
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- The proposed site has a well defined and clear boundary (see 
appendix B) and it would provide a long term and defensible 
settlement and Green Belt boundary to the town which would be 
defensible whilst at the same time allowing for organic or natural 
infill on a site which is within close walking distance of the town 
centre and is sustainable. The Green Belt boundary ought to be 
changed in this area and the land identified released for niche 
residential development of up to 10 dwellings. Note...the site and 
boundary identified within this submission has not been especially 
identified or considered by the Green Belt review which appears 
to have not considered any land to the South of site CH165. It 
cannot therefore be said that the proposal do or do not accord 
with the findings within the Green Belt review. 
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PO392 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      Broad Area EM1 General 
comment 

Poor quality access road to this area.   Why not expand by JCB in the 
north with better access roads. 

 The Council consults with SCC Highways during 
Local Plan preparation. SCC Highways did not object 
to the allocation of this site for employment 
purposes; however has indicated that a TA would be 
required and improvements would be likely along 
New Haden Road. If these can be resolved to an 
acceptable standard then development could take 
place.  
 
JCB Leek Road premises lies in the Green Belt. Whilst 
Councils can allocate within the Green Belt National 
Planning policy is clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to non-Green 
Belt). The Council recently completed a Green Belt 
Review which assessed the suitability for retention 
of all areas of Green Belt in the District, against the 
five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in the NPPF. This 
will be used by the Council alongside other evidence 
in progressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF also allows 
for consideration of development proposals that 
would represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some cases 
redevelopment of ‘brownfield’ sites in the Green 
Belt. 
 

PO820 Mr Alan Donaldson       Broad Area EM1 General 
comment 

The two areas identified as potential employment sites do not justify 
the amount of housing development that is proposed for the town. 

Councils must firstly assess their OANs 
(development requirements) for future land uses 
such as housing and employment land; and then 
meet these requirements, to have a sound Local 
Plan in place. An assessment of employment land 
requirements and housing requirements by NLP in 
February 2017 concluded that 13ha to 27ha of 
employment land, and 320 homes/year were 
required to meet the needs of the district 2014-
2031. To dovetail with the housing requirement it 
was recommended to and agreed by Council 
Assembly on 08/03/17 that 27ha of employment 
land should be provided 2014-2031. The Council’s 
adopted Core Strategy Policy SS3 sets out how 
District housing and employment requirements be 
‘split’ across the District, including for Cheadle. This 
forms the basis of the housing and employment land 
provision for the town. 

PO8981 Mrs L J Hurst       Broad Area EM1 Object This would be one industrial site too many on this country lane.  Also 
footpath No 17 edges this area and needs protecting. 

 The Council consults with SCC Highways during 
Local Plan preparation. SCC Highways did not object 
to the allocation of this site for employment 
purposes; however has indicated that a TA would be 
required and improvements would be likely along 
New Haden Road. If these can be resolved to an 
acceptable standard then development could take 
place.  
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Development proposals affecting the routes of 

recognised public rights of way would need to make 

allowance for them.  

PO7516 Mr Philip Walton       Broad Area EM1 Object Employment plans in Cheadle South on the Green Belt are totally 
unacceptable. 

 Note that both of the preferred options 
employment sites Cheadle EM1 and Cheadle EM2 lie 
within the town development boundary; and do not 
fall within Green belt. 

PO388 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

   Broad Area EM2 Object The employment land allocation for Cheadle is accessed by Draycott 
Cross road which is not suitable for heavy traffic and HGV's. It is steep, 
windey and narrow in places.  Why has there not been further 
development in the north area where JCB have already erected 2 
factories and improved the road to make access out of Cheadle More 
streamlined. This would seem to make more sense and have less 
impact on town traffic.  

The Council consults with SCC Highways during Local 
Plan preparation. SCC Highways did not object to the 
allocation of this site for employment purposes; 
advising it is acceptable subject to Transport 
Assessment if access can be achieved.  
 
JCB Leek Road premises lies in the Green Belt. Whilst 
Councils can allocate within the Green Belt National 
Planning policy is clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to non-Green 
Belt). The Council recently completed a Green Belt 
Review which assessed the suitability for retention 
of all areas of Green Belt in the District, against the 
five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in the NPPF. This 
will be used by the Council alongside other evidence 
in progressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF also allows 
for consideration of development proposals that 
would represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some cases 
redevelopment of ‘brownfield’ sites in the Green 
Belt. 

PO803 Ms Alison Conybeare       Broad Area EM2 Object The main access road to this site struggles to cope with the current 
industrial traffic. Additional traffic would be difficult to accomodate.  

The Council consults with SCC Highways during Local 
Plan preparation. SCC Highways did not object to the 
allocation of this site for employment purposes; 
advising it is acceptable subject to Transport 
Assessment if access can be achieved.  
 

PO7518 Mr Philip Walton       Broad Area EM2 Object Employment plans in Cheadle South on the Green Belt are totally 
unacceptable. 

 Note that both of the preferred options 
employment sites Cheadle EM1 and Cheadle EM2 lie 
within the town development boundary; and do not 
fall within Green belt. 
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Broad Area 1 – CH001 

PO6906  Mosaic 
Estates 

Mr Cameron 
Austin-Fell 

RPS Planning 
& 
Development 

Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Support Core Strategy Broad Area 1 – CH001, Cheadle This site was 
allocated in the Council’s 2014 Core Strategy as the principal 
strategic residential land for Cheadle. Mosaic made a response 
to the July 2015 early Site Allocations consultation indicating 
that this site is indeed sustainable as part of the growth of 
Cheadle and deliverable within the Council’s plan period. Though 
this position remains unchanged and the site is already allocated 
for around 240 dwellings, there have been a number of 
responses to the site as part of the previous consultation, which 
does seem at odds with the status of the allocation. To avoid this 
confusion, it would be beneficial for future consultation 
documents to present the site differently, making a clear 
distinction between what is already allocated and which sites are 
being proposed for allocation by the Council. Whilst it is 
accepted that the site is already allocated, the following 
observations are made in response to the previous consultation 
comments: Natural England has commented in respect of a 
requirement for a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
(LVIA). It is noted that as part of the evidence base supporting 
the 2014 Core Strategy, the Council submitted evidence of 
landscape character and impact which was sufficient for the site 
to be allocated. In addition, RPS submitted evidence to the 
Council in May 2014 demonstrating how the site could be 
delivered. This evidence included an assessment of visual impact 
as part of an overall strategy for development. Comments were 
received from the Leek and Moorlands Historic Buildings Trust 
relating to the setting of Woodhead Heart. The comments 
pertain to the siting and layout of the allocation, set against 
Woodhead Heart, an undesignated heritage site. Whilst this site 
has no formal designated status, it is considered that future 
development on this site would respond to the local setting in an 
appropriate and sympathetic way. The Council’s own comments 
from the Sustainability Appraisal offer largely supportive 
comments on the sustainability of the site. There are however 
negative comments linked to the Grade 3 Agricultural Land 
Classification of the site. The Council has not defined whether 
this is Grade 3a or Grade 3b land, taking a broad brush approach 
to the assessment. In either case, Grade 3a represents only 
marginally better quality land than 3b, which is not recognised as 
‘best and most versatile’, along with categories Grade 1 and 
Grade 2. It appears that the assessment of significant negative 
effect is, in this regard, an inappropriate conclusion. 

 Developer support for the site is noted. 

 This site is identified in the adopted Core Stategy as being 
suitable for housing, however, Policy SS5c   states that sites 
will be identified and phased through the Site Allocations DPD.  
It is not therefore allocated at this stage.  

 The Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage Impact Study 
(2016) has considered the site and suggests some  site-specific 
landscape mitigation measures.  There are not considered to 
be any heritage impacts associated with the development of 
the site.  

 The land is Agricultural Class 3 Good to Moderate. Data 

supplied by Natural England indicates that there is a moderate 

likelihood that the land is best and most versatile land i.e. 

Class 3a. The Sustainability Appraisal will be updated to reflect 

the most up to date evidence base.  

 
 

PO399 Mrs Joanne Chadwick       Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Support Makes sense to propose housing devlopment near the new 
school good access roads more balanced devlopemnt for 
Cheadle town. 

 Support noted. 
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PO1382 Mrs J Schmidt       Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object I wish to add my complaints to the proposed development of 
400+ houses + a school in front of the of the Park Home 
development of Broad Hayes Park down to the Oakamoor – 
Cheadle Road bordering hales Hall + Caravan plus Leisure Park. 
We urge the responsibilities of the council under the human 
rights act in particular protocol 1 article 1 which states that a 
person has the right to a peaceful enjoyment which include the 
home + other land. We believe that article 8 of the Human 
Rights act states that a person has substantive right to respect 
for their private + family life. In the case of Britain V SOS the 
courts reappraised the purposes of the law + concluded that the 
protection of the countryside falls within the interests of article 
8. Private + Family life therefore encompass not only the homes 
but also the surroundings. As the occupants of Broad Hayes Park 
Homes are mostly retained in the over 70’s group. They should 
be able to enjoy their retirement in peace + quiet without extra 
traffic ect that the Cheadle Roads cannot cope with the already 
plus all the noise from building 400 + houses + roads would be 
detrimental to their lives. As I was thinking of retiring to that 
area myself I feel I should send you my letter of complaint. 

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local 
planning authorities identify the objectively assessed need for 
housing in their areas, and that Local Plans translate those 
needs into land provision targets.  The Council has prepared a 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess the district’s 
full housing needs, including affordable housing, whilst taking 
into account migration and demographic change.  There are 
not enough brownfield sites within Cheadle to accommodate 
the level of housing it needs.   

 Amenity  issues and other impacts on existing residents will be 
assessed in detail once a site layout has been determined at 
the time a planning application is received, and residents will 
have the opportunity to comment on the content of that 
application. 

 Traffic – The highways authority have advised that appropriately 
designed accesses would accommodate 240 + 80 + School. This 
number would require at least 2 accesses. A new access off Froghall 
Road would be preferable with secondary accesses through the 
existing estate. If the 80 units were separate, they could be served 

off a single point. Pedestrian connections should be made to the 
residential area to the north. 

PO1507 
PO1499 
PO1514 
PO1530 

Mrs J L Taylor 
Mr J P Taylor 
Mr P Taylor 
Mr T A Taylor 

      Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object Objection to development of CH001 Adoption of this site directly 
affects more existing residents than any other of the proposed 
sites and has a history of being refused planning when local 
councils had control of their own areas. The area known as 
CH001 has been widely used by residents that adjoing the site 
and residents living beyond its immediate vicinity on a daily basis 
for recreational purposes. It also worse SA score than some 
other sites in the area. Cheadle is one of the many areas in the 
country that does not have a housing crisis. It has been 
mentioned that 60% of Cheadle residents commute out for 
employment, it is hardly environmentally friendly to increase 
this percentage. At the time of writing there are nearly 80 
properties for sale in Cheadle between the price range of 
£70,000 - £200,000 and more above this price range. In this area, 
all roads lead to Ness Grove. It seems that either no 
consideration has been given to the Ness Grove residents or 
residents in the surrounding feeder roads / proposed feeder 
roads, or it has been completely ignored. The field retains water, 
especially on the east side and can have a soggy feel 
when walking on it, especially after rainfall, significant pools of 
water are clearly visible. Sounds similar to water draining from a 
kitchen sink have been heard in the area of the old mineshaft 
after rainy spell. CH001 features a gentle slope controlling and 
slowing the eventual release of water into the adjoining brook. 
Increasing the hard impermeable surfaces of a development 
would accelerate water release into the brook, increasing the 
flood risk downstream, particularly in the Tay Close area where 
the brook passes under a low bridge. Nationwide, the intensity 

 This area has already been identified as an appropriate area 
for housing in the adopted Core Strategy and is well related to 
the existing settlement.  

 Employment site options are also proposed in Cheadle to 
provide opportunities for local businesses and jobs. 

 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) makes an 
allowance for empty properties / houses that are for sale. 

 The Highway Authority has not raised any issues which would 
prevent the development of this site. 

 There are former mineral workings on the site. The Coal 
Authority have confirmed that this would not prevent 
development from taking place. Investigative work will take 
place in these areas prior to the commencement of any 
development.  

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment for the District, the results of which have been 
used to inform the site selection process. The site is within 
Flood Zone 1 – Low probability, however a small section 
located to  the east of the site is located in Flood Zone 3 – High 
probability.  This could be incorporated  open space. Any 
application would be accompanied by an FRA which would 
consider surface water run-off. Mitigation would be required 
to ensure that neighbouring areas are not affected.  

 New housing schemes will need  to incorporate areas of open 
space and landscaping, and also maintain existing pedestrian 
links  as well as the consideration  of new links. 
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of flood events has increased and impacted areas that have not 
previously been affected. Flood risk is becoming less predictable 
as our weather patterns are changing. If an area does experience 
a flood or is reassessed as a higher flood risk, then insurance 
premiums become unaffordable or unavailable. Flood risk can no 
longer be predicted. The term "unprecedented rainfall" is now 
redundant and is becoming the norm, as well publicised recent 
events nationwide would testify. From the Local Government 
Association website: “Urbanisation has reduced the ability of 
land to absorb rainfall through the introduction of hard, 
impermeable surfaces. This results in an increase in the volume 
and rate of surface run-off as less water infiltrates into the 
ground.” You don’t have to be an environmental genius to come 
up with that statement. When flooding occurs, particularly flash 
flooding, the risk of which would be greatly increased, what 
compensation is available to cover the increased insurance cost, 
if insurance is available at all. Would affected residents be left 
with the option of attempting to sue in order to recoup their 
increased costs, citing past development refusals as the basis for 
compensation.Who would take responsibility, developers or 
councils? Obviously Cheadle is not the Cotswolds but for many 
residents green space is readily accessible for recreational 
purposes, walking and jogging, generally adding to residents 
quality of life. Filling in every available green space is poor 
planning and town design, something that is reminiscent of 
decades past. Large concentrations of housing has long since 
been frowned upon and the balance of housing and green space 
in the Cheadle North East area is better than some other towns. 
The difference is that the Cotswolds is largely protected and the 
Prime Minister lives there. Further, consider the voting, 
consultation process. If it were based solely upon the designated 
area that the resident(s) lived closest to, then the planning 
refusals of the past concerning CH001 would remain but when 
residents are anxious to protect their own area of the 
environment elsewhere around Cheadle and can be organised or 
led into objecting to a collection of other identified sites whilst 
not commenting or objecting to another, then the nominated 
“sacrificial lamb” is out voted by some margin. Looking at the 
map designations, the areas designated as Visual Open Space are 
few but the land designated for development is considerable. 
Due to the fact that the proposed development of CH001 would 
have the maximum adverse impact upon existing residents, 
given that it is bordered by more existing residents than most of 
the other proposed sites, plus those residents in the adjoining 
road structure, it would make more sense to for this to be Visual 
Open Space instead of being used to connect the existing 
housing to form one of the largest blocks of housing in Cheadle. 



Question 28 – Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocations in Cheadle? CH001 and CH132 
 

4 
 

ID Consultee Name Company 
/ Org 

Agent Name Agent 
Company / 
Org 

Site Ref Support / 
Object / 
General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO2808 
PO3362 
PO3622 
PO3748 

A Brattley 
Mr Harvey Cope 
Mr J Edwards 
Mr T Loving 

      Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location. 

 CH001 has already been identified as an appropriate area for 
housing in the adopted Core Strategy and is well related to the 
existing settlement.  

 See response to PO2734  regarding  site CH132 and the Core 
Strategy examination.  

 See response to PO1382 regarding access and numbers of 
dwellings that could be served. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk.  

 The site is adjacent to the Cecilly Brook Local Nature Reserve 
and there is an isolated population of water voles (protected 
species) Natural England have advised that a buffer along the 
watercourse would be required.  

 The Thorley Drive planning permission can be taken into 
account as a housing commitment once the final decision 
notice has been issued.  Housing commitments form part of 
the supply of new housing and will be deducted from the 
required provision for Cheadle.     

 Based on the anticipated number of new dwellings in Cheadle, 
Staffordshire County Council have indicated that a new 
Primary School will be required.  The existing schools are 
located in the SW area of Cheadle, close to the town centre. 
There  are benefits in  locating a new  school to the north of 
Cheadle to serve new and existing housing to the north of the 
town and could  reduce school  generated traffic in the town 
centre. 
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PO7463 Ms Linda Powell       Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object Area CH001 Although within the town boundary, the over-
development of this area, circa240 houses, will generate an 
unacceptable  volume of traffic, when taking into consideration 
traffic on the Oakamoor Road from JCB, and the  MJS  Transport 
depot which has now been given permission to expand their 
operations, resulting in more heavy  goods vehicular traffic on 
Froghall Road. The Cheadle Town centre traffic survey of 
November 2015 omitted to include the Froghall Road junction to 
highlight its inherent problems. Public right of way crossing Area 
1, which in accordance with National Legislation and ByeLaws 
should remain in place, which would mean any development 
would be in fragmented sections, with associated access 
problems.   Historic evidence of coal extraction in this area. Old 
mine workings, 2 disused mine shafts  and bell pits with 
associated waste products  would make the stability of this area 
questionable.  I can find no evidence that SMDC  has carried out 
a comprehensive survey to assess the suitability of the land for 
building use, and until this is done the area must be  rendered 
unsuitable for development.  Part of the proposed Area 001 is 
considered to be a flooding risk.  Furthermore, it is reasonable to 
suggest that this field is no longer required in light of the recent 
planning application approval at Thorley drive for 60 houses on 
the 12 th May 2016, this new development will be classified as 
urban extension; accordingly, we are asking you to remove these 
sites from the plan and move the location of a potential new 
School to a more sensible, sustainable and central location. 

 The Highway Authority has not raised any issues which would 

prevent the development of this site. The Cheadle Town 

Centre Phase 2 Study (2017) identifies the likely impacts of the 

housing and employment Preferred Options sites on the 

surrounding highway network.  By 2031 the study predicts 

queuing and delays in certain locations,  in part due to 17 

years of potential traffic growth which is compounded by the 

additional trips generated by new housing and 

employment.   There is limited scope to change junction 

characteristics to improve network capacity within the Town 

Centre due to its historically confined road structure. The 

study recommends a package of mitigation measures in order 

to provide additional capacity onto the overall 

network.  Mitigation measures include junction and lane 

improvements, new sites having good access to public 

transport provision, measures to encourage walking and 

cycling to reduce short trips, improved HGV signage and new 

parking bays along High Street.  

 See response to PO1507 regarding former mineral workings. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 The Council is undertaking Local Plan viability work which will 
consider the viability of preferred option sites.  

 See response to PO2808 regarding the Thorley Drive housing 
application. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding the location of the 
proposed new  school. 
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PO7086 M Ellicock       Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object Adoption of this site directly affects more existing residents than 
any other of the proposed sites and has a history of being 
refused planning when local councils had control of their own 
areas. The area known as CH001 has been widely used by 
residents that adjoin the site and residents living beyond its 
immediate vicinity on a daily basis for recreational purposes. It 
also worse SA score than some other sites in the area. Cheadle is 
one of the many areas in the country that does not have a 
housing crisis. It has been mentioned that 60% of Cheadle 
residents commute out for employment, it is hardly 
environmentally friendly to increase this percentage. At the time 
of writing there are nearly 80 properties for sale in Cheadle 
between the price range of £70,000 - £200,000 and more above 
this price range. In this area, all roads lead to Ness Grove. It 
seems that either no consideration has been given to the Ness 
Grove residents or residents in the surrounding feeder roads / 
proposed feeder roads, or it has been completely ignored. The 
field retains water, especially on the east side and can have a 
soggy feel when walking on it, especially after rainfall, significant 
pools of water are clearly visible. Sounds similar to water 
draining from a kitchen sink have been heard in the area of the 
old mineshaft after rainy spell. CH001 features a gentle slope 
controlling and slowing the eventual release of water into the 
adjoining brook. Increasing the hard impermeable surfaces of a 
development would accelerate water release into the brook, 
increasing the flood risk downstream, particularly in the Tay 
Close area where the brook passes under a low bridge. 
Nationwide, the intensity of flood events has increased and 
impacted areas that have not previously been affected. Flood 
risk is becoming less predictable as our weather patterns are 
changing. If an area does experience a flood or is reassessed as a 
higher flood risk, then insurance premiums become unaffordable 
or unavailable. Flood risk can no longer be predicted. The term 
"unprecedented rainfall" is now redundant and is becoming the 
norm, as well publicised recent events nationwide would testify. 
From the Local Government Association website: “Urbanisation 
has reduced the ability of land to absorb rainfall through the 
introduction of hard, impermeable surfaces. This results in an 
increase in the volume and rate of surface run-off as less water 
infiltrates into the ground.” You don’t have to be an 
environmental genius to come up with that statement. When 
flooding occurs, particularly flash flooding, the risk of which 
would be greatly increased, what compensation is available to 
cover the increased insurance cost, if insurance is available at all. 
Would affected residents be left with the option of attempting 
to sue in order to recoup their increased costs, citing past 
development refusals as the basis for compensation. Who would 
take responsibility, developers or councils? Obviously Cheadle is 
not the Cotswolds but for many residents green space is readily 

 CH001 has already been identified as an appropriate area for 
housing in the adopted Core Strategy.  Any scheme would 
need to incorporate areas of open space and landscaping.    

 See response to PO1507 regarding properties for sale. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 
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accessible for recreational purposes, walking and jogging, 
generally adding to residents quality of life. Filling in every 
available green space is poor planning and town design, 
something that is reminiscent of decades past. Large 
concentrations of housing has long since been frowned upon 
and the balance of housing and green space in the Cheadle 
North East area is better than some other towns. The difference 
is that the Cotswolds is largely protected and the Prime Minister 
lives there. Further, consider the voting, consultation process. If 
it were based solely upon the designated area that the 
resident(s) lived closest to, then the planning refusals of the past 
concerning CH001 would remain but when residents are anxious 
to protect their own area f the environment elsewhere around 
Cheadle and can be organised or led into objecting to a 
collection of other identified sites whilst not commenting or 
objecting to another, then the nominated “sacrificial lamb” is 
out voted by some margin. Looking at the map designations, the 
areas designated as Visual Open Space are few but the land 
designated for development is considerable. Due to the fact that 
the proposed development of CH001 would have the maximum 
adverse impact upon existing residents, given that it is bordered 
by more existing residents than most of the other proposed 
sites, plus those residents in the adjoining road structure, it 
would make more sense to for this to be Visual Open Space 
instead of being used to connect the existing housing to form 
one of the largest blocks of housing in Cheadle. 
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PO10268 
PO10269 
PO10270 
PO10271 
PO10272 
PO10273 
PO4787 
PO4811 

Mr A Copcutt 
Mr R Gallagher 
Mrs G Smith 
J Horsley 
Ms Mary Walchester 
Mr Keeling 
Mr & Mrs R & J Lovatt 
Mrs R Johnson 
 
 
 
 

   Broad Area 
1 – CH001 

 Area CH001  

Although within the town boundary, the over-development of 
this area, circa240 houses, will generate an unacceptable volume 
of traffic, when taking into consideration traffic on the 
Oakamoor Road from JCB, and the MJS Transport depot which 
has now been given permission to expand their operations, 
resulting in more heavy goods vehicular traffic on Froghall Road. 
The Cheadle Town centre traffic survey of November 2015 
omitted to include the Froghall Road junction to highlight its 
inherent problems. 

Public right of way crossing Area 1, which in accordance with 
National Legislation and ByeLaws should remain in place, which 
would mean any development would be in fragmented sections, 
with associated access problems.  

Historic evidence of coal extraction in this area. Old mine 
workings, 2 disused mine shafts and bell pits with associated 
waste products would make the stability of this area 
questionable. I can find no evidence that SMDC has carried out a 
comprehensive survey to assess the suitability of the land for 
building use, and until this is done the area must be rendered 
unsuitable for development.  

Part of the proposed Area 001 is considered to be a flooding risk. 

Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field is no 
longer required in light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley drive for 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, 
this new development will be classified as urban extension; 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove these sites from the 
plan and move the location of a potential new School to a more 
sensible, sustainable and central location. 

 See response to PO7463 and PO1382 regarding access and 
traffic. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding existing footpaths. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding former mineral workings. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding the Thorley Drive housing 
application. 

 

PO9084 Mr Greg Powell Cheadle 
Unite 

    Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object Given CH001 represents 240 dwellings, these clearly cannot be 
accommodated within the town boundary marked on the map. 

Site CH001 is located within the existing town boundary.  It is 
estimated that the site could accommodate approximately 240 
dwellings based on 35 dwellings per hectare. 

PO7471 Mr Jack Dempsey    Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object One of Staffordshire Moorlands most valuable assets is its 
beautiful countryside, and we demand that the Council resists 
giving up the Districts assets to unnecessary housing, solely to 
provide the Council with revenue. There are a significant number 
of so called ‘brown field’ sites in the district.  These are sites 
which previously supported industry and/or housing, which has 
been cleared (in the main) to leave what is seen as unattractive 
areas of land close to new or existing housing developments, yet 
difficult to redevelop due to some other issues.  It would be 
proper if the Council were to agree not to develop on ‘green 
field’ or even ‘green belt’ land, until these ‘brown field’ sites 

 See response to PO2571 regarding brownfield sites.  

 See response to PO6906 regarding landscape. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding employment and jobs. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding mining legacy. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 See response to PO7463 and PO1382 regarding traffic. 

 See response to PO6906 regarding heritage impact. 

 See response to PO1382 regarding need for new housing.     

 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 
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have been redeveloped. Some of these ‘brown field’ sites are 
known to be contaminated with compounds that had been used 
during the various manufacturing processes carried out at these 
locations, and I believe that the longer these sites are left in the 
current state, the more difficult any subsequent ‘clean up’ 
operation will become. In the case of the ‘Thomas Bolton’ site at 
Froghall, there are people who know exactly where the various 
compounds were dumped when the site was partially cleared – 
in this case they were placed in a number of pits, the 
whereabouts known only to those directly involved in the 
work.  These people will not be around for ever, thus the Council 
should make every effort now to identify the contaminated 
areas with a view to making the land safe and thus more suitable 
for development. The situation can only get worse, the longer it 
is ignored. Land on the fringe of towns and villages is in grave 
danger of being lost to urban sprawl. Greenfield land provides an 
immeasurable sense of well-being to residents both aesthetically 
and recreationally through its very existence and via the network 
of public footpaths. It is a habitat for our declining wildlife and 
agricultural sites provide a much needed food resource. You 
can’t even graze cattle on brownfield sites, which is one of the 
uses to which the proposed site is currently capitalised.  Cheadle 
is a fine town .  It is attractive when entering from the 
surrounding countryside. So much so that the Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Council regularly use the view of Cheadle 
from the North East as a banner to their various documents.  It 
would be a shame to spoil that idyllic view of the town by 
introducing housing on those very approaches. Of course land to 
the North of Cheadle consists mainly of ‘green field’ and ‘green 
belt’ land and as such enhance the idyllic view. Development on 
those approached would make it very difficult for any 
photographer to reproduce the Council’s well used banner, 
without significant use of ‘photo-shop’ and/or ‘air-
brushing’.  Without sufficient places to work locally the people 
who’ll be able to afford to buy/rent these houses will have to 
work somewhere…Potteries? – thus reducing the ‘green’ 
potential by having people driving there and back each day and 
in turn clogging up Cheadle at ‘rush-hour’. The town is steeped 
in history and already famous for ‘Pugin’s Gem’, which does 
bring visitors to the town. There are many examples of the past, 
both distant and not so, to be found in and around Cheadle.  For 
instance everyone knows of Cheadle’s rich past with the coal 
industry, but few know of the 19 th century tramlines that cut 
through the North and North East of Cheadle.  These tram lines 
brought coal from the various ‘pits’ and routed the wagons to a 
wharf on the Caldon canal near to Oakamoor. This part of the 
canal was lost, as was most of the canal between Froghall and 
Uttoxeter, when the railway line was constructed.  The exact 
route of both canal and railway can be ascertained with 

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. 
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reference to ‘old maps’ of the area (as can the route of the 
tramways). More recently Cheadle played a key role in one of 
the World’s best kept secrets .  Only now are we hearing the 
story of what went on at Cheadle and at Bletchley Park (in 
Buckinghamshire) and specifically with respect to one or two 
people who worked there.  People tell us that the last war was 
shortened by 2 years due to the work carried out there.  Even 
now the processes used to analyse those wartime signals and 
traffic is considered too important to publish, and remains on 
the secret list.  Yet, the signals unit that was to the North East of 
Cheadle played a most important role in the functioning of 
Bletchley Park. Signals were intercepted here at Cheadle and at 
other stations around the country.  Cheadle formed one of the 
main ‘feeder’ stations to Bletchley Park,  pre-processing  the 
signals collected from the other stations – in some cases 
decoding them here – before feeding them into the relevant 
‘hut’ at Bletchley.  Because it was and still is quite a secret not a 
lot is known about this – even locally (people who did work 
there are still gagged under the Official Secrets Act).  It is know 
that the area we call Area 2 is still know to the ‘locals’ as ‘up by  t 
military’, for this very reason.  The aerial masts have long gone 
(18 years ago) and there is little that remains to suggest its 
previous use, but this is without doubt a very important 
historical site. There may be lots of below surface infrastructure 
such as cables and foundations that were not removed at that 
time. After the war, the topography of the local area, with its 
many mineshafts made it attractive to the government of the 
time to facilitate the disposal of surplus yet brand new 
goods.  These ‘goods’ consisted of just about anything you could 
think of from paints to cables, and from radios to ordnance.  In 
fact so many brand new items were deposited down the shafts 
of Cheadle that a small cottage industry grew from farmers 
bringing some of these items back to the surface and selling 
them on.  Of course when a certain shaft, which was used to 
dump weapons and cables, caught fire this brought a swift end 
to some of these activities.  Eventually, this lead to an explosion 
which resulted in the capping on the mineshaft being fired into 
the air. The fire was brought under control and the cap was 
replaced. There are lots of mineshafts and associated 
underground tunnels in the Cheadle area – it is after all on the 
Eastern most end of the Staffordshire coalfield.  Most mines are 
well documented – but some aren’t.  Any development of land 
anywhere in the Cheadle area needs to consider carefully the 
potential for mining subsidence and/or sinkholes which could 
open up anywhere.   This area does suffer from flooding, and 
always has.  Sometime in the past (long ago) the land was 
drained down the natural slope and into Cecily Brook at the 
bottom.  Sometimes the amount of water that falls is too much 
for the drainage system to cope with and large lake like areas 
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become flooded.  There is an interesting hole around the centre 
of CH132 in the flooded area where large quantities of water 
disappear noisily into the ground – rather like a plug hole in a 
sink, but on a much grander scale.  Tentative work with a stick 
would suggest that the water sinks some distance – certainly up 
to a metre.  I am concerned that if this land is developed (dug up 
for housing foundations etc.) then the existing historic drainage 
system will become non-operational, and this could lead to quite 
a bit more flooding because only surface run off would be 
draining the excess water.  To replace the existing field drains 
might be a rather expensive alternative. The chances of 
development on Area 1 are at least very high.  This area has 
featured on the Council’s preferred list for at least 20 years 
now.  I note that the scoring system used to place CH132 in the 
lead position is based on access to facilities (as it was for Area 1) 
called sustainability – an interesting word that covers various 
things such as health care, schools, shops and pubs.  There is 
only one shop on Froghall Road and this is well away from the 
development site, there was a public house on Froghall Road 
that has been closed for some time and is likely to be 
demolished to redevelop the land, and schools and health care 
facilities are further from CH132 than any of the other suggested 
sites. The access into town involves a bottleneck at the Froghall 
Road / Leek Road junction in addition to the gyratory melee 
known as the town centre, which, due to it’s one way system, 
opposes traffic flow in every direction.  Whatever happened to 
the various plans and master plans we were promised to look 
into and hopefully alleviate the traffic issues of Cheadle. 
Speaking to local builders, there is still the shadow of recession 
lurking, never too far away.  They are ‘not keen’ to invest monies 
into building houses that they are then unable to sell.  A number 
of builders have already done some ‘in-fill’ development only to 
find that they don’t have a quick sale for the properties once 
built/and or modernised.  Too many new houses WILL depress 
the market further, making them uneconomic to build (this fact 
seemingly at odds with the Council’s desire for affordable homes 
– affordable for who, the buyer or the builder?).  The China 
triggered recession is just around the corner and who knows 
what will happen when the EU referendum  completes.  I doubt 
anyone can foresee the economy for the next 10 years never 
mind the next 20.  If they could, why is this country still taking 
austerity measures to try to make ends meet, why oh why!   In 
summary: Please – reconsider the numbers. There is a lot of 
evidence to suggest that building this number of houses in 
Cheadle, and furthermore your plans for development across the 
district, would be pure folly. Please – use ‘brown field’ sites 
before anything ‘green’. Please – consider the aesthetics of the 
immediate area. Many people choose to live here based on it 
being a pleasant place to live.  By bringing in people (houses) 
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with no local work prospects (factories) you are creating a 
dormitory town and adding to the daily rush of people travelling 
from Cheadle to the Potteries (by either the A50 or the A52 – 
both known to suffer from congestion during ‘rush-hour’). Please 
– try to compliment the history of Cheadle.  Let’s not have a Leek 
situation where we allowed development on Railway and Canal 
historical infrastructure, only to see a great revival looking to 
recreate those very links back into the town.  It was the same 
situation with the Caldon canal (or more properly the Uttoxeter 
canal) which was allowed to have a railway built on top of it 
from Froghall Wharf towards Oakamoor and beyond.  I know 
there are a number of incentives to see that canal opened up 
again, even if it means a slightly different route at times. What 
happened to forward plans here then? Please – don’t forget the 
history of Cheadle land.  It’s been mined for hundreds of years, 
sometimes no useful records remain.  Consider carefully where 
to build and how to build.  You don’t know what might just be 
under the surface. Please – do remember that flooding does 
occur in and around this area specifically – I can’t speak for any 
other areas because I’ve only witnessed this directly in land 
adjacent to the caravan site (area CH132).  As pointed out in my 
previous representations on this matter, which the Council have 
decided not to consider against this ‘new’ plan, the flora and 
fauna of CH132 supports this ‘wet’ description as it consists of a 
lot of reeds (which you don’t get on dry soil). Please – Please - 
reconsider your scoring for amenities for this area.  Schools – 
none. Healthcare – town center.  Shops – town center (excluding 
1 on Froghall Road). Pubs – none. Work – none. Public transport 
– yes a bus route to the Potteries, but no good if you have to 
work in Cheadle at Brookhouses Industrial Estate (which you 
can’t get to without adding to the traffic chaos at ‘rush 
hour’).  Road infrastructure – no change over many years (BAD). 
Please - Please - Please - if these houses are being considered as 
essential to allow the UK to absorb as many Eastern European 
and Middle East immigrants as possible, I would like to suggest 
that our own homeless, our own homeless/jobless ex-
servicemen and our own children should get first access to 
whatever we build, where ever we build it.  Perhaps the Council 
would be prepared to bring unsold houses on to its books to 
subsequently offer up to such refugees/immigrants, after our 
own homeless families. 

PO3227 Mr N Hewitt    Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

Object I object to this housing allocation on the grounds of access and 
the state of the roads system in Cheadle. If we continue to build 
houses without doing something with the present road system 
Cheadle will be a total gridlock. How come Leek, Biddulph 
doesn’t get the same applications has Cheadle. The arrogance of 
the planners and councillors is beyond belief. They think they 
can dump everything on Cheadle. The last consultation was only 
advertised on twitter and a poster in the library. Was this so 

 See response to PO7463 and PO1382 regarding highways and 
traffic 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 See reponse to PO1507 regarding former mineral workings. 

 The consultation was widely publicised and included a flyer 
being sent to all households and businesses in the District 
through Royal Mail.   High levels of responses have been 
received by the Council from Cheadle  residents which 
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there would be no one to protest. Everything revolves around 
Leek and Biddulph I cannot believe this site has been proposed. 
Anyone who has walked that field will know that it is water 
logged for the biggest part of the year. Also there are shafts in 
the area. Plus where is the access to this site going to be 
Hammerly Hayes Road in totally a unsuitable for this amount of 
traffic, and more traffic on Ness grove estate, which is used as a 
rat run now. Will be the congestion in the town centre before 
more houses are built. 

suggests that a significant number of residents knew about the 
consultation. 

PO804 Ms Alison Conybeare       Broad Area 
1 - CH001 

General 
comment 

Please seek the local residents views on all the housing 
proposals. These are the most important. 

Residents views have been sought as part of the consultation. 

 
CH132 

PO6912  Mosaic 
Estates 

Mr Cameron 
Austin-Fell 

RPS Planning 
& 
Development 

CH132 Support The Council has proposed site CH132 as a preferred allocation 
for Cheadle for 80 dwellings. This forms part of a wider urban 
extension (along with CH001) for the north of Cheadle for 
around 320 dwellings. Mosaic considers that this represents a 
logical and deliverable solution to meet a significant proportion 
of the town’s needs, which is welcomed as part of the PSA. As 
illustrated on the plan supporting the allocation, the Council has 
indicated that the site could provide a location for a new primary 
school in addition to residential uses. This position has been 
confirmed with Staffordshire County Council and it is considered 
that as part of the wider masterplan for the site, land can be 
safeguarded for the Council to bring forward a new primary 
school in line with evidence of need. The figure of 80 dwellings 
on the site was proposed by Mosaic as part of discussions with 
the Council however, reflecting the comments above, Mosaic 
consider it appropriate for the Council to present this figure as a 
minimum, if it is decided that the site could deliver additional 
dwellings, or the County Council take the decision that a new 
school site would be better located elsewhere. A number of 
comments were received concerning this site in response to the 
previous consultation, summarised below: Comments were 
received from Staffordshire County Council (SCC) as the 
statutory agency responsible for highways. The comments 
considered the suitability of the adjacent road network and the 
potential access points. It was perhaps not understood by SCC 
that this site would be accessed from CH001, as illustrated in the 
wider masterplan for the site prepared by Mosaic, however the 
site is considered deliverable from a highways perspective. 
Following the Cheadle Transport Study, it is understood that the 
Council are considering ways in which the local highways 
network can be upgraded and the site promoters will remain in 
discussion with the Council in respect of land to the north of 
Cheadle. Natural England has commented on the proposed 
allocation, echoing comments similar to those offered in 
response to CH001. As previously noted, issues of landscape 

 Developer support for the site and the location of a new 
primary school  is noted. 

 80 dwellings is an estimated number of dwellings based on an 
average density and is  not fixed. 

 Traffic – The highways authority have advised that appropriately 
designed accesses would accommodate 240 + 80 + School. This 
number would require at least 2 accesses. A new access off Froghall 
Road would be preferable with secondary accesses through the 
existing estate. If the 80 units were separate, they could be served 

off a single point. Pedestrian connections should be made to the 
residential area to the north. 

 Comments regarding flood risk are noted. A FRA would be 
required.  

 The Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage Impact Study 
(2016) has considered the site as being of medium landscape 
sensitivity and suggests some  site-specific landscape 
mitigation measures such as limiting building heights and 
advanced planting on the southern boundary.  

 The land is Agricultural Class 3 Good to Moderate. Data 

supplied by Natural England indicates that there is a moderate 

likelihood that the land is best and most versatile land i.e. 

Class 3a. The Sustainability Appriasal will be updated to reflect 

the most up to date evidence base.  
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impact have been considered as part of the delivery document 
prepared by RPS for Mosaic, which took the view that this site 
had the capacity to accommodate residential development 
without detriment to landscape or visual amenity. It is noted 
that a small section of the site falls within Flood Zone 3. This has 
been accounted for in the latest masterplan provided to the 
Council, which indicates that a green buffer could be provided in 
this area which would ensure that instances of potential flood 
risk can be avoided, compatible with the NPPF. The Council’s 
own comments from the Sustainability Appraisal offer largely 
supportive comments on the sustainability of the site. There are 
however negative comments linked to the Grade 3 Agricultural 
Land Classification of the site. The Council has not defined 
whether this is Grade 3a or Grade 3b land, taking a broad brush 
approach to the assessment. In either case, Grade 3a represents 
only marginally better quality land than 3b, which is not 
recognised as ‘best and most versatile’, along with categories 
Grade 1 and Grade 2. It appears that the assessment of 
significant negative effect is, in this regard, an inappropriate 
conclusion. Mosaic welcomes the Council’s inclusion of site 
CH132 as part of a wider allocation to the north of Cheadle. The 
information submitted as part of the 2014 Delivery Document to 
the Council includes evidence and a strategy of how the site can 
be delivered which addresses the concerns raised as part of the 
earlier consultation and is capable of assisting the County 
Council in finding land for a new primary school. 

PO400 Mrs Joanne Chadwick       CH132 Support Makes sense to propose housing devlopment near the new 
school good access roads more balanced devlopemnt for 
Cheadle town. 

 Support noted.  
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PO1383 Mrs J Schmidt       CH132 Object I wish to add my complaints to the proposed development of 
400+ houses + a school in front of the of the Park Home 
development of Broad Hayes Park down to the Oakamoor – 
Cheadle Road bordering hales Hall + Caravan plus Leisure Park. 
We urge the responsibilities of the council under the human 
rights act in particular protocol 1 article 1 which states that a 
person has the right to a peaceful enjoyment which include the 
home + other land. We believe that article 8 of the Human 
Rights act states that a person has substantive right to respect 
for their private + family life. In the case of Britain V SOS the 
courts reappraised the purposes of the law + concluded that the 
protection of the countryside falls within the interests of article 
8. Private + Family life therefore encompass not only the homes 
but also the surroundings. As the occupants of Broad Hayes Park 
Homes are mostly retained in the over 70’s group. They should 
be able to enjoy their retirement in peace + quiet without extra 
traffic ect that the Cheadle Roads cannot cope with the already 
plus all the noise from building 400 + houses + roads would be 
detrimental to their lives. As I was thinking of retiring to that 
area myself I feel I should send you my letter of complaint. 

Amenity  issues and other impacts on existing residents will be 
assessed in detail once a site layout has been determined at the 
time a planning application is received, and residents will have the 
opportunity to comment on the content of that application. 
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PO2734 
PO2746 
PO2742 
PO2763 
PO2680 
PO3013 
PO2676 
PO3018 
PO2657 
PO2893 
PO2876 
PO2849 
PO2759 
PO2665 
PO2721 
PO2653 
PO2974 
PO3009 
PO3004 
PO2694 
PO1713 
PO2617 
PO2640 
PO2605 
PO2609 
PO2620 
PO2938 
PO2933 
PO2984 
PO2717 
PO2969 
PO2738 
PO2790 
PO2813 
PO2768 
PO2776 
PO2989 
PO2828 
PO2672 
PO2837 
PO2943 
PO2645 
 
PO2269 
PO2755 
PO2661 
PO2636 

Mr R Snow 
Mrs V Weston 
Mr J Weston 
Mrs J Weston 
Mr A Hide 
Mrs J Foster 
Mrs D Hide 
Cllr H Lingard 
Mr R Owen-Jones 
Mr A Moss 
Mrs M Moss 
Mr M Tunnicliffe 
Mr A Weston 
Mr C Alcock 
Mr A Allen 
Mrs A Austin 
Mr J Baggley 
Mr D Barnes 
Mrs S Barnes 
Mr E Cartlidge 
Mrs K Cartlidge 
Mr A Eaton 
Mrs C Edwards 
Mr M Feather 
Mrs A Feather 
Mr D Flynn 
Mr B Fraser 
Mrs C Fraser 
Mr R Fryer 
Mr A Gibson 
M Glover 
Mrs K Green 
Miss A Gregory 
Mrs Vera James 
Mrs H Keeling 
Mr Stefan Lilleker 
Mr Ian Menzies Lingard 
Mrs B Massey 
Mr Gareth Owen-Jones 
Mrs Christine Pickin 
D Pittman  
Mr And Mrs T & J 
Prince 
Miss Lynne Sanders 
Mr Oliver Weston 
Mr A Emery 
Mr Clive Green 
 
 

      CH132 Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location. 

 Site CH132 is not the same area as ‘broad Area 2’ which was 
considered during the Core Strategy examination.  Broad Area 
2 was a signifcantly larger area than site CH132 and could 
accommodate up to 320 dwellings. A large proportion of this 
broad area was located to the east of the Cecilly Brook and 
extended to the east into the open countryside.  During the 
consideration of  ‘broad Area 2’ the Inspector raised concerns 
regarding evidence in the SA which did not justify the ‘broad 
area’ particularly as the County Council could not confirm at 
that stage that a new school would be needed.   An updated 
Sustainabiliy Appraisal has been undertaken which looks in 
more detail at individual housing site options rather than a 
broad brush approach taken to the broad area.  CH132 is a 
small section of the previous ‘broad Area 2 and together with 
site CH001 to the south forms a logical and deliverable 
solution, including land for a new primary school which is  
supported by the developer.  

 Traffic – The highways authority have advised that appropriately 
designed accesses would accommodate 240 + 80 + School. This 
number would require at least 2 accesses. A new access off Froghall 
Road would be preferable with secondary accesses through the 
existing estate. If the 80 units were separate, they could be served 

off a single point. Pedestrian connections should be made to the 
residential area to the north. 

 The location of the school site  to the north of Cheadle is 
supported by Staffordshire County Council and considers it’s 
location would offer a  good spread across Cheadle. 

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study (2017) identifies the 
likely impacts of the housing / employment Preferred Options 
sites on the surrounding highway network.  By 2031 the study 
predicts queuing and delays in certain locations,  in part due to 
17 years of potential traffic growth which is compounded by 
the additional trips generated by new housing and 
employment.   There is limited scope to change junction 
characteristics to improve network capacity within the Town 
Centre due to its historically confined road structure. The 
study recommends a package of mitigation measures in order 
to provide additional capacity onto the overall 
network.  Mitigation measures include junction and lane 
improvements, new sites having good access to public 
transport provision, measures to encourage walking & cycling 
to reduce short trips, improved HGV signage & new parking 
bays along High St.  

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk.  

 See response to PO2808 - Cecilly Brook LNR & Water Voles. 

 See response to PO6912 regarding visual impact and 
landscape issues. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding  approval at Thorley Drive. 

 See response to PO6912 regarding agricultural land quality. 
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PO2726 
PO2730 
PO2685 
PO2689 
PO2626 
PO2751 
PO3297 
PO3302 
PO3391 
PO3033 
 
PO3251 
PO3426 
PO3434 
PO3415 
PO3322 
PO3314 
PO3378 
PO3383 
PO3327 
PO3394 
PO3423 
PO3436 
PO3441 
PO3256 
PO3048 
PO3043 
PO2948 
PO2772 
PO3099 
PO2869 
PO3023 
PO2979 
PO2799 
PO3261 
PO2958 
PO2906 
PO2693 
PO3028 
PO2994 
PO2953 
PO2843 
PO3038 
PO3104 
PO3053 
PO3245 
PO3146 
PO3235 
 
 

Mr John Elks 
Mrs Mavis Elks 
Mr P Simcock 
Ms Marie Kennaway 
Mrs J Whitefield 
Mr D Weston 
Mrs J Birks 
Mr M Birks 
Helen Abbey 
Mr & Mrs L & D 
Stevenson 
K W Alcock 
Mr C Beardmore 
Mrs C Broad 
Mr B Brunt 
Mr P Brunt 
Mrs H Brunt 
Mr S Byatt 
Mrs V Byatt 
Mrs J Callear 
Miss L Chadwick 
Mrs M Clewes 
Mr G Davall 
Mrs I Davall 
Mr R Davis 
Mrs E Moult 
Mr K G Moult 
D Pittman 
Mrs K Rogers 
Mrs J Seddon 
Mrs D Tunnicliffe 
Mr D Waring 
Mrs S Wiseman 
Mrs F  Worsley 
Mr A.R. Eaton 
Mrs P Griffiths 
Mr R James 
Mr J Shipley 
Mrs A Jones 
Mr M Sposito 
Mr R Griffiths 
Mrs H Simcock 
Mrs S Clare 
Mr D Gould 
Mr A Shenton 
Mr C Smith 
Mrs J Davies 
Mrs M Snow 
 

      CH132 Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location 

 See response to PO2734 regarding site CH132. 
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PO3151 
PO3089 
PO3131 
PO3166 
PO3126 
PO3161 
PO3156 
PO3171 
PO3218 
PO3240 
PO3212 
PO3207 
PO3202 
PO3197 
PO3192 
PO3187 
PO3069 
PO3182 
PO3064 
PO3176 
PO3059 
PO3229 
PO3310 
PO3115 
PO3120 
PO3224 
PO3545 
PO3534 
PO3582 
PO3665 
PO3606 
PO3573 
PO3587 
PO3457 
PO3452 
PO3630 
PO3627 
PO3465 
PO3460 
PO3603 
PO3505 
PO3502 
PO3576 
PO3590 
PO3529 
PO3490 
PO3354 

Mrs J Titterton 
Mrs B Barks 
Mr A Ainsworth 
Mr D Ainsworth 
Mr G Clewlow 
Mr D Dunn 
Mrs P Dunn 
Mr D Ratcliffe 
Mr D Ratcliffe 
Mr R Lees 
Mr R Ball 
Mr J Hewitt 
Miss K Pickford – Avery 
Mrs P Routledge 
Mrs A Rogers 
Miss S Ford 
Mr J Lawler 
Mrs P Wordsworth 
Mr C Foster 
Mr P Hollywood 
Mr A Hollywood 
Mr N Hewitt 
Mr I Millward 
Miss P Millward 
Mr B Clare 
Mr P Heath 
Mrs M Plant 
Mr L Plant 
Ms Gina Boston 
K W Alcock 
Mrs P Allum 
Mr L Austin 
Mr M Boston 
Mrs S Brindley 
Mr D Brindley 
Mr N Brooks 
Mrs P Brooks 
Mrs J Campbell 
Mr D Campbell 
Mr K Davall 
Mr R Dennis 
Mrs S Dennis 
Mrs K Drummond 
Mr A Drummond 
Mr J Edwards 
Mr M Elvidge 
Mr D Fernihough 
 

      CH132 Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding site CH132. 
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PO3513 
PO3635 
PO3367 
PO3484 
PO3343 
PO3375 
PO3449 
PO3444 
PO3476 
PO3611 
PO3560 
PO3619 
PO3673 
PO3549 
PO3614 
PO3526 
PO3568 
PO3565 
PO3338 
PO3595 
PO3651 
PO3493 
PO3267 
PO3399 
PO3293 
PO3510 
PO3346 
PO3670 
PO3473 
PO3468 
PO3518 
PO3370 
PO3306 
PO3335 
PO3330 
PO3521 
PO3552 
PO3557 
PO3311 
PO3386 
PO3351 
PO3272 
PO3278 
PO7458 
PO3283 
PO3283 
PO3418 
PO3853 
 

Mrs A Fox 
Mrs H Frame 
Mrs T Frame 
Mr F Harding 
Mr C Hayes 
Mrs F R Hayward 
Mrs P Johnson 
Mr Roger Johnson 
Mr and Mrs D Keates 
Mrs H Keeling 
Mr K Mannion 
Mr D Potts 
Miss G Potts 
Mr & Mrs J & C Smith 
Mr D Thomas 
M Turley 
Mrs J Vasselin 
Miss R Vasselin 
Mr S Waring 
Mr K Weston 
Mr K Whitefield 
Mr D Woodward 
Mrs J F Eaton 
Mr S Cutler 
Mr D Renshaw 
M Stevenson 
Mr C Jones 
Mr & Mrs V Elks 
Mr D Hancock 
Mrs J M Hancock 
Mr J Kennaway 
Mrs M E Nicholls 
Mr M Burton 
Ms A Keates 
Mr A Keates 
Mr H A Gibson 
Mr J Bossons 
Mrs R H Bossons 
Mr A Gough 
Mr A Gough 
Mrs J Hewitt 
Mr and Mrs A Brown 
Mr S Hassall 
Mr C Machin 
Mrs C Moseley 
Mrs B Heesman 
Mr A Massey 
Mr P Silk 
 

      CH132 Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding site CH132. 
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PO3662 
PO3678 
PO3681 
PO3686 
PO3689 
PO3699 
PO3702 
PO3707 
PO3710 
PO3716 
PO3720 
PO3723 
PO3729 
PO3732 
PO3737 
PO3740 
PO3745 
PO3753 
PO3756 
PO3761 
PO3764 
PO3769 
PO3772 
PO3777 
PO3780 
PO3785 
PO3788 
PO3793 
PO3801 
PO3804 
PO3810 
PO3813 
PO3818 
PO3821 
PO3826 
PO3829 
PO3834 
PO3837 
PO3842 
PO3845 
PO3850 
PO3648 
PO3359 
PO2632 
PO2613 
PO2644 
PO4774 

Mr and Mrs V Elks 
Mr G Hodgkinson 
Mrs K Smith 
Mr I Crawford 
Mrs J Crawford 
Mr  J A Hayes 
Mr M Shirley 
Mr and Mrs M Nadova 
Mr P Cope 
Mrs J Cope 
Mr W Elks 
Mr D Richards 
Mr M Nad 
Ms T Janete 
Miss T Boulton 
Mrs J Saggers 
Mr C Loving 
Mrs J Richardson 
Mrs C Hopkinson 
Mr and Mrs S Abbey 
Mrs P Richards 
Mr B Johnson 
Miss K Beardmore 
Mrs J Richards 
Mr R Broad 
Miss E Clough 
Mr P Clough 
Mr G Barks 
Mr P Titterton 
Miss K Wilson 
Miss R Oulsnam 
Miss R Allen 
Miss J Seddon 
Mr A Fox 
Miss T Millward 
Mr A Millward 
Mr R Turley 
Mrs D Harrison 
Mr A Wright 
Mr D Tomkinson 
Mrs J Tomkinson 
Mr K Pickin 
Mr David Kennaway 
Mrs R Green 
Mrs Ena Wetwood 
Mr &  Mrs T & J Prince 
Mr Alan Copcutt 
 

      CH132 Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding site CH132. 
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PO3407 
PO3319 
PO3084 
PO3094 

Mrs Sara Tavernor 
Mrs Mary Jones 
Mr A Hewitt 
Mr R Lees 

      CH132 Object This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the inspector’s recommendation for removal of 
this site. In appendix 1 of the preferred options and boundaries 
report prepared for the council assembly meeting on the 
13/04/2016, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, SMDC has 
raised the following issues regarding site CH132. The highways 
dept has raised issues regarding access. Number of dwellings 
would be ltd to 50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. 
Additional land would be required If other access gained onto 
the site which would involve numerous land owner. Subject to 
flooding due to Cecilly Mills Brook Adjacent to Cecilly Mills Brook 
which has a strong population of water voles (protected species) 
The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land 
heightening visual impact The last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field is large number of public objections 
(290), indicating the strength of feeling by neighbouring 
residents. There are other sites within Cheadle which are 
infinitely more substantial (as compiled in the councils 
sustainability charts) which have been discounted. It goes 
without saying that any decisions must be capable of standing up 
to the scrutiny of the inspector so as not to arrive in the same 
situation as before,  that is, removal of CH132 in its entirety, 
Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field Is no 
longer required in the light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley Drive 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this 
new development will be classified as urban extension: 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 in the plan and 
move the location of potential new school to a more sensible, 
more sustainable and central location. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding Core Strategy Examination. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding access. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding Cecilly Brook LNR and 
water voles. 

 See response to PO6912 regarding agricutural land quality. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding recent approval at Thorley 
Drive. 
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PO3796 
PO3402 
PO3410 
PO3074 
PO3136 
PO3143 
 
PO2999 
PO2868 
 
 
 

Mr A Wilson 
Mr David Tavernor 
Mrs Brenda Mills 
Mr W Wordsworth 
Mr N Watson 
Mr and Mrs J 
Greenwood 
E Sposito 
Mrs Dorothy 
Tunnicliffe 

      CH132 Object Logic suggest that the school would be better placed in a more 
central location rather than in the area with poor access and 
situated on an outer peninsular of the town, away from the 
majority of existing homes. The site previously earmarked for a 
school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped (field CH024 and 
CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This area 
has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked 
again for the school? Such a location makes sense on many 
counts, especially if walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In 
planning application SMD/2014/0227 Staffs County Council 
stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would cost in the 
region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund 
the new primary school it would require a developer 
contributions from over 100 dwellings, in order to pay for the 
new school potentially meaning that every new development in 
Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the new 
school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any 
particular development in order to fund it, its location is of 
paramount importance. Staffs County Council are promoting 10 
min walk to school zones. Indicating that it is a reasonable for 
Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer than that 
would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a 
site more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on 
the outskirts of town, if the Council would like to ensure that 
walking to school is maximised. The school site is not restricted 
to the North of the town. In a letter dated 15/09/2015 from 
Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be 
logical to place the School in the East or the North of the town. If 
the new primary school is to also to serve the East of the town 
then surely a site more accessible to the East would have been 
more preferable. 

  Site CH024 was previously earmarked for a school in the 1998 
Local Plan.  Site CH009 was not included within this area. 
Access to the site was subsequently acquired to serve the 
adjacent factory and the remaining part of CH024  became 
landlocked.   

 Staffordshire County Council support the preferred location 
for the new school and consider it provides for a good spread 
of provision around the town. In terms of spatial distribution 
the location of the previous site and the preferred site are 
close together.  No housing allocations are proposed on the 
east of Cheadle and therefore it is not the most sustainable 
location for a new school.  

 Staffordshire County Council estimate that 1.2 ha is require to 
deliver a 1 Form Entry school.  Site CH024 is surrounded by 
existing development and would be unlikely to accommodate 
any further expansion.  

 The previous site has a limited frontage and offers less 
opportunity to arrange the school access and how the building 
fits within the street scene.  It also is surrounded by residential 
streets and may lead to residential amenity issues during the 
school run.  The preferred site can be accommodated into the 
estate in such a way to design out such issues. 

 The previous site has good access on foot although some of 
the routes from residential areas lead through areas that are 
not overlooked.  The preferred school site can have access 
designed and delivered to the most appropriate standard. 

 The delivery  of a new school will need to be funded by 
developer contributions and the cost will include land 
acquistion and building costs.  The inclusion of safeguarded 
land for a school as part of a wider masterplan means that the 
school  is likely to be deliverable and appropriately designed. 

PO4775 
PO4791 
PO4816 
PO4801 
PO4821 
PO4796 
PO4781 
 
PO4806 
 

Mr Alan Copcutt 
Mr Richard Gallagher 
Mrs G Smith 
Jean Horsley 
Ms Mary Walchester 
Mr Keeling 
Mr and Mrs R & J 
Lovatt 
Mrs R Johnson 
 

      CH132 Object  The planning Inspector previously deemed Area CH0132 
unsound and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning is 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the Inspectors recommendation for removal of 
this site. In Appendix 1 of the Preferred Options and Boundaries 
report prepared for the Council Assembly meeting on the 
13/4/16, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Council has raised the following issues 
regarding site CH132. “The Highways Department has raised 
issues regarding access. Number of dwellings would be limited to 
50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. Additional land 
would be required if other access gained onto the site which 
would involve numerous landowners” Subject to flooding due to 
the Cecilly Mills Brook. Adjacent to Cecilly Mills brook which has 
a strong population of water voles (protected species). The field 
isGreenfieldgrade 3 ALC land Elevated land heightening visual 
impact In the last consultation, the proposed development of 

 See response to PO2734 regarding site CH132. 
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this field generated a large number of public objections (290), 
indicating the strength of feeling by neighboring residents. There 
are other sites within Cheadle which are infinitely more 
sustainable (as compiled in the councils’ sustainability charts) 
which have been discounted.  It goes without saying that any 
decisions must be capable of standing up to the scrutiny of the 
Inspector so as not to arrive in the same situation as before, that 
is, the removal of CH132 in its entirety. Furthermore, it is 
reasonable to suggest that this field is no longer required in light 
of the recent planning application approval at Thorley drive for 
60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, this new development will be 
classified as urban extension; accordingly, we are asking you to 
remove these sites from the plan and move the location of a 
potential new School to a more sensible, sustainable and central 
location. 

PO7469 Mr Jack Dempsey       CH132 Object I thought that having been through planning exercises twice in 
the past and having this area removed from the plans twice that 
SMDC would not be so bold to place the area back into their 
plans. This area was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
Inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning is 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the Inspectors recommendation for removal of 
this site. In Appendix 1 of the Preferred Options and Boundaries 
report prepared for the Council Assembly meeting on the 
13/4/16, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Council has raised the following issues 
regarding site CH132. “The Highways Department has raised 
issues regarding access. Number of dwellings would be limited to 
50 if accessed through the adjacent site CH001. Additional land 
would be required if other accesses were to be gained onto the 
site. This would involve numerous landowners”. Subject to 
flooding due to the Cecilly Mills Brook. Adjacent to Cecilly Mills 
brook which has a strong population of water voles (protected 
species). The field is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land. Elevated land 
heightening visual impact. In the last consultation, the proposed 
development of this field generated a large number of public 
objections (290), indicating the strength of feeling by 
neighboring residents. There are other sites within Cheadle 
which are infinitely more sustainable (as compiled in the 
councils’ sustainability charts) which have been discounted.  It 
goes without saying that any decisions must be capable of 
standing up to the scrutiny of the Inspector so as not to arrive in 
the same situation as before, that is, the removal of CH132 in its 
entirety. Furthermore, it is reasonable to suggest that this field is 
no longer required in light of the recent planning application 
approval at Thorley drive for 60 houses on the 12 th May 2016, 
this new development will be classified as urban extension; 
accordingly, we are asking you to remove CH132 from the plan 
and move the location of a potential new School to a more 

 See response to PO2734 regarding Core Strategy Examination. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding access. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding Cecilly Brook LNR and 
water voles. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding recent approval at Thorley 
Drive. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 
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sensible, sustainable and central location. 

PO7076 MRS PENNY PLANT       CH132 Object I object to the proposed site allocation of CH132.  Objection noted. 

PO7072 Mr Alex Plant       CH132 Object I object to the proposed site allocation of CH132. Objection noted. 

PO7464 Ms Linda Powell       CH132 Object Area CH0132 was previously deemed unsound by the planning 
Inspector and it is difficult to comprehend what the reasoning is 
behind again including this area, especially as nothing has 
changed since the Inspectors recommendation for removal of 
this site. In Appendix 1 of the Preferred Options and Boundaries 
report prepared for the Council Assembly meeting on the 
13/4/16, pages 53-55 of the Cheadle section, Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Council has raised the following issues 
regarding site CH132. “The Highways Department has raised 
issues regarding access. Number of dwellings would be limited to 
50 if accessed through adjacent site CH001. Additional land 
would be required if other access gained onto the site which 
would involve numerous landowners” Subject to flooding due to 
the Cecilly Mills Brook. Adjacent to Cecilly Mills brook which has 
a strong population of water voles (protected species). The field 
is Greenfield grade 3 ALC land Elevated land heightening visual 
impact In the last consultation, the proposed development of 
this field generated a large number of public objections (290), 
indicating the strength of feeling by neighboring residents. There 
are other sites within Cheadle which are infinitely more 
sustainable (as compiled in the councils’ sustainability charts) 
which have been discounted.  It goes without saying that any 
decisions must be capable of standing up to the scrutiny of the 
Inspector so as not to arrive in the same situation as before, that 
is, the removal of CH132 in its entirety. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding Core Strategy Examination. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding access. 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding Cecilly Brook LNR and 
water voles. 

 See response to PO6912 regarding agricultural land quality. 

 See response to PO2808 regarding recent approval at Thorley 
Drive. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 

PO1076 Mrs Janet Heaps-
Warby 

      CH132 Object I don’t understand why yet again they are trying to build houses 
on this site when it has already been deemed unsuitable by the 
planning inspector? WHY? Would you want to build where it 
isn’t suitable . 

See response to PO2734 regarding site CH132. 

PO2749 Mr D Weston    CH132 Object The school is poorly situated with regard to access for the 
majority of the north end of the town. Housing in CH132 is a 
poor choice backed up reflected in the staffs moorlands 
documentation is one of the less sustainable areas to build 

See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 

PO2972 Mr Jason Baggley    CH132 Object Based on the all the facts and evidence CH132 proposed site is 
ridiculous and question whether the reasoning is based on class 
divide (social housing) I think, that we wouldn’t care. The field is 
greenfield grade 3 and beautiful and previously deemed 
unsound by inspector’s, who must be coerced for this land to be 
considered again. There are better less impacted plots I’m sure 

 See response to PO2734 regarding Core Strategy Examination. 

 See response to PO6912 regarding agricultural land quality. 

 

PO2535 Mrs D Hide    CH132 Object I’m concerned about the suggested housing for the area CH132, 
my concerns are for the flooding that already occurs by Cecilly 
brook of Tay Close doesn’t take much rain now for the flooding 
to happen, imagine if there was another 80 or more houses not 
the field directly above this area, more concrete less soak away 

 See response to PO1507 regarding flood risk.  

 See response to PO2808 regarding nature conservation  issues. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding access. 
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more strain on the sewage system. Also have trees for the birds 
and the other animals which there are in abundance. The 
roads around they have not been designed to take more cars 
and for each house again you build, we could be talking over 2 
cars extra for each property on local roads. 

PO3097 Mrs J Seddon    CH132 Object This site bordered by significant number of single storey homes, 
specifically for the over 50’s and people with disabilities. Some 
of these homes are privately owned but sites on a residential 
park home site (which approved by the council). Others are local 
housing association. Surely it is very in - appropriate to build 
family homes and schools on site which is boarded by these 
single storey homes occupied by the most vulnerable of our 
community. These people need peace and quiet being and a 
feeling of safety in order to enjoy wellbeing.  Please remove this 
site from CH132 from any proposal housing and school plans for 
Cheadle. 

See response to PO1383 regarding amenity  issues. 
 

PO3011 Mrs J Foster    CH132 Object The existing roads in Cheadle can’t cope with the volume of 
traffic. To build more houses will make the road system 
impossible. Ness Grove was built as a small estate road, it is used 
as a rat run and not designed to take the current level of traffic. 

See response to PO2734 regarding access. 

PO2931 Mrs Catherine Fraser    CH132 Object Is unsuitable forth proposed housing, as has been evidenced by 
the planning officer/inspector deeming the site ‘unsound’? Why 
has it again been included?? The traffic exiting and entering the 
junction between Froghall Road + is already dangerous and 
difficult. The infrastructure in Cheadle struggles at present, 
increasing the housing stock before addressing this problem is 
ridiculous. Adding more housing without the chance of 
employment will mean yet more traffic in or rural roads, with 
people travelling to the cities to their employment, thereby 
again increasing pollution levels. How can you justify raising this 
application again when it has been throw out by the planning 
inspectors! There are more suitable areas for housing than 
CH132 which has a high conservation value and habitat. If 
Cheadle is to have more houses on the scale then the 
infrastructures has to be done before the building of more 
houses. It defies logic to build a  school at the furthest outpost of 
Cheadle, surely it should be as central as possible, children can 
then walk to school and much less traffic occurring. 
I do not understand how anyone could suggest building a school 
at the furthest end of town, which will inevitably result in far 
more car journeys. Having children able to walk to school not 
only protects there health it also protects the environment. I.e.: 
less pollution. Please reconsider this crazy proposal. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding Core Strategy Examination. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding access and traffic  

 See response to PO2808 regarding nature conservation  issues. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 
 

PO2936 Mr Barry Fraser    CH132 Object How can you justify raising this application again when it has 
been thrown out by the planning inspectors! There are more 
suitable areas for housing on this scale if Cheadle is to have 
more houses than CH132 which has high conservation value and 
habit, if Cheadle is to have more houses on a scale then the 
infrastructure has to be in place before the building of houses. It 

 See response to PO2734 regarding Core Strategy Examination. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 
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defies logic to build a school at the furthest outpost of Cheadle, 
surely it should be central as possible, children can walk to 
school and much less traffic occurring. I am most annoyed, as 
are a very great number of people in Cheadle 1000’s of 
objections were made your proposal of high numbers of houses 
built on Greenfield sites around Cheadle and specifically CH132. 
The planning inspector deemed this proposal unsound and 
recommended removal of this site. Yet you have ignored this 
and just re-proposed building houses and school on this site. You 
have ignored 1000’s people who objected to your proposals. I 
feel certain people will not forget this when the time comes 
around for your local elections 

PO2536 Mr A Hide     CH132 Object My concern is that should CH132 be developed the negative 
impact in increased traffic in an already congested area of town 
will have serious implications for road safety . 

 See response to PO2734 regarding traffic. Issues. 

PO2544 Mr Albert Allen    CH132 Object Publically address the town of Cheadle on your road traffic plans 
CH132 would itself in huge traffic increase on our 2 already 
heavily congested routes into Cheadle? Green belt is not the 
answer, brownfield first. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding traffic issues 

 Site CH132 is not designated as Green Belt.   

PO4778 Mr and Mrs R & J 
Lovatt 

   CH132 Object To build on CH132 for housing & a school is absolutely stupid. 
The amenities in Cheadle are all full, Dr’s etc. There is nothing to 
do in Cheadle & enough empty properties without building 
more. These fields flood regularly we need the fields much more 
than housing. I totally object to housing. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 

 See response to PO7471 regarding infrastructure. 

PO8982 Mrs L J Hurst       CH132 Object I objected to this area for development previously, for housing 
but mainly now, I object to the proposal to site a school - a 
primary school - there.  Based on its location it's too far out of 
town and out on a limb and what a distance from the secondary 
schools! (AMENDED) Can consideration be given to a new 
location please? How about the green belt land adjacent to 
MJS transport on Froghall Road? Exceptional circumstances and 
plenty of room for expansion. 

 See response to PO2734 regarding location of new school. 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt boundaries 

should only be altered in exceptional circumstances and the 

recent Housing White Paper reiterates this commitment.  
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Petition 

 952 
Signatures 

     We, the residents of Cheadle south West, consider the allocation of our area is 
unacceptable because it has given us the largest number of preferred sites, 5 
out of 7, for building in Cheadle from a map considering 51 sites, and the 
largest number of houses, at 430, in the whole of Staffs Moorlands. This is 
instead of the small distributed developments of which nearly all residents of 
Cheadle could approve. We will become a super estate without any major 
public open space. At a consultation in Cheadle SMDC maps wrongly showed 
the 4 school playing fields as public open space. This inaccuracy is crucial as 
much of the land behind us should be allocated as public open space, not 
housing, as we have very little indeed compared to other areas of Cheadle. Our 
MP Sir William Cash has agreed with us at a meeting on Friday 22nd July that 
development in Cheadle is “disproportionate”. We believe, with him, that 
whereas the government requirement for Staffs Moorlands is 2530, the SMDC 
requirement of 6000 is based on SMDC’s historically high housing acceptance 
over government required levels. We challenge this injustice. 

 The Council has considered a number of sites within and on the edge 
of Cheadle. The majority of the proposed area for housing  is  
located within  the existing town boundary. It is acknowledged that 
together the cumulative amount of housing in this area would be 
significant, however, there are infrastructure benefits arising from 
allocating a larger area for residential development, such as highway 
improvements, affordable housing and community facilities such as 
public open space.   

 Agreed that not all the open spaces marked on the map are 
accessible to the public and should be indicated as ‘open space’ 
rather than ‘public  open space’.   A public open space study is 
underway covering all designated public open spaces in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands.  One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these spaces and where  new 
public open space is required.   

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local planning 
authorities identify the objectively assessed need for housing in their 
areas, and that Local Plans translate those needs into land provision 
targets.  The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess the district’s full housing needs, including 
affordable housing, whilst taking into account migration and 
demographic change.  The adopted Core Strategy sets out the 
distribution of housing development between the towns and rural 
areas: Leek 30%, Biddulph 20%, Cheadle 22% and Rural Areas 28%. 

CH085A 

PO480 Mr T A J 
Campbell 

  Mr John 
Wren 

JMW 
Planning 
Limited 

CH085A Support This site is supported in the initial sustainability appraisal report which 
considered a south-west focus for new housing development. It is well located 
in relation to existing services within the town, most of which can be reached 
by means other than the private motor car. The landowners are willing to 
consider releasing the land for development initially taking access off the 
existing highways network. 

 Developer support for the site is noted.  

 The Highways Authority have stated that approximately 50-75 
dwellings could be served off Dryden Way.   

PO476 Mrs Jennifer 
C Moreton 

      CH085A   In this area there is a major flaw in the fact that you are taking away all of the 
available access to countryside. Cheadle was built in a basin apart from the 
North which has a continuation of green fields for miles to Kingsley Holt, 
Whiston etc. On the south west the only countryside left is one small field and 
Huntley Woods were are not accessable to public. Therefore this will be 
COMPLETE OVER KILL OF THE SOUTH WEST OF CHEADLE. You will diminish the 
availabiliy to walk this countryside by all the residents who use it on a very 
regular basis. In your plan you are joining Cheadle with Teanford and this is not 
fair or acceptable to the South West residents. You also will need to break 
through the area of the old railway line . This area close to the Huntley woods 
has great potential as a place of pleasure something we are very short of in 
Cheadle and indeed should be preserved not decimated the whole of this area 
greatly adds to the quality of life to us in the South West. The road you have on 
your plan shows it goes nowhere! in 1998 The SMDC fought ardently with 

 The Council has considered a number of sites within and on the edge 
of Cheadle. The majority of the proposed area for housing  is  
located within  the existing town boundary. It is acknowledged that 
together the cumulative amount of housing in this area would be 
significant, however, there are infrastructure benefits arising from 
allocating a larger area for residential development, such as highway 
improvements, affordable housing and community facilities such as 
public open space.   

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact 
Study(August 2016) includes a Landscape Assessment for this site. It 
advises that the site is open however long distance views are 
screened by the railway embankment located to the north and west 
of the site. There could be impacts on local landscape character 
(medium landscape sensitivity), however site-specific landscape 
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Danbank saying the road was not viable and the expense was far too great. This 
road would not help the traffic because most of the traffic travelling through 
goes to the Potteries.It was suggested at that enquiry the builders would never 
finish this road because the costs were too great. Staffs County Council then 
said there were no financies availableat that time and the case remains the 
same to-day.In the South West we already take the brunt for 2 High Schools, 1 
Sixth Form and 1 Primary school,also most of Cheadle's Industry, Why are you 
persisting in creating more congestion in an area already experienceing 
problems ? a SOUTH WEST LINK ROAD WILL NOT WORK AS IT WAS IN 1998 IT IS 
A ROAD TO KNOWHERE. The adjacent houses to the areas I refer are approx 
500 Houses, (Dandillions estate and Wedgewood estate). Your plans are to 
ajoin another 500 making a 1,000 mass of residential properties. This is not 
good planning. These houses should be divided into smaller groups and 
distributed more evenly around the town. Why is there no building suggested 
for the North i.e. Leek Road A522 areas. JCB is in Leek Road and we have to 
cope with the traffic and employees coming from the South of Cheadle. 
Whereas I am not suggesting 500 be built there I do consider that part of the 
area on the East Side of Leek Road would be viable. This would also help with 
the proposed School in the North East. The School Buses we have to contend 
with amount to approx 30/40 buses, taxi's mini buses per day morning and 
night as well as numerouse parental transport. This South West is a further 
walking distance to our town centre than Leek Road. Does the Government not 
suggest houses should be built as close as possible to the centre of a Town ? 

mitigation measures could include limiting building heights and 
planting in the southwest of the site. 

 New housing schemes will need  to incorporate areas of open space 
and landscaping, and also maintain existing pedestrian links  as well 
as the consideration  of new links. 

 There are proposals for new housing development to the north of 
the town. 

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study (2017) identifies the likely 
impacts of the housing and employment Preferred Options sites on 
the surrounding highway network.  By 2031 the study predicts 
queuing and delays in certain locations,  in part due to 17 years of 
potential traffic growth which is compounded by the additional trips 
generated by new housing and employment.   There is limited scope 
to change junction characteristics to improve network capacity 
within the Town Centre due to its historically confined road 
structure. The study recommends a package of mitigation measures 
in order to provide additional capacity onto the overall network.  
Mitigation measures include junction and lane improvements, new 
sites having good access to public transport provision, measures to 
encourage walking and cycling to reduce short trips, improved HGV 
signage and new parking bays along High Street. 

 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. 

 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 has considered a number of sites within and on the edge 
of Cheadle.  There is not enough brownfield land or sites to meet the 
District’s proposed housing requirement within the built up area of 
the town.  This site is located on the edge of the settlement within 
the existing town boundary. It is acknowledged that together the 
cumulative amount of housing in this area would be significant, 
however, there are infrastructure benefits arising from allocating a 
larger area for residential development, such as highway 
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improvements, affordable housing and community facilities such as 
public open space.  Distance from the town centre needs to 
balanced with other considerations such as Green Belt, Heritage, 
Landscape and viability /  deliverability.   

PO1169 Mr P Beesley       CH085A Object This land is flood plain + it is always very well. It has been proved in the past 
that it is unsuitable for building. Proposed relief road goes nowhere would be 
better going to link with + if this was built then it might become viable 

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA)  for the District, the results of which have been used to inform 
the site selection process. The site is within Flood Zone 1 – Low 
probability. The area to the west of the site adjacent to the Brook is 
high probability and can be incorporated into uses other than 
housing i.e. open space.  The Environment Agency has confirmed 
that a Level 2 SFRA will not be required as the developer should be 
able to design out flood risk given the small proportion of Flood 
Zones on the edge of them, and the fact that they are already 
modelled in detail, so the extents shouldn’t increase.  Any 
application would be accompanied by an FRA which would consider 
surface water run-off. Mitigation would be required to ensure that 
neighbouring areas are not affected.  

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

PO619 Mr Julian 
Baskeyfield 

      CH085A Object This is too large an area to develop without the infrastructure to support it. The 
roads are not suitable to take the increased number of vehicles, the town 
already gets gridlocked at key times of the day. It will create a dense area of 
housing to the south with shopping and leisure facilities all being in the town 
and a considerable distanced to walk to, this is likely to increase traffic on the 
roads. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure.  

PO622 Mr Julian 
Baskeyfield 

      CH085A Object The housing will be too dense to the south of the town and too far away from 
shopping and leisure facilities meaning that car journies will be inevitable. This 
will increase the number of cars travelling both to and through the town 
(especially at peak times because the new school is planned for the north). The 
roads can barely manage the current amount of traffic at the moment without 
the addittional number from a new estate in the south. The north of the town 
is more suitable because it will be close to the new school and it is also less 
distance to the shopping area of town than it will be from the south.  

 There are proposals for new housing development to the north of 
the town. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

PO168 Mrs E 
Baskeyfield 

   CH085A Object Areas CH085a-d & CH128 are too far from the main infrastructure of the town. 
They are not near to any public  open spaces as the majority of those on the 
plan are private field owned by schools and are not for public use. The new 
housing proposal for the south would increase congestion on the roads 
especially as the new school is planned for the north of the town. This will 
causing increased traffic jams on the roads through the town at peak times. 

The building of houses in this area will increase the water table significantly as 
the fields are already heavily waterlogged after rain which will have a negative 
impact on those further down the valley in Tean who have already had areas 
under water this year due to flooding. Building in this area will on exacerbate 
this problem. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 The proposed new school is planned to serve the north of Cheadle 
and could therefore reduce school traffic currently accessing schools 
in the SW of the town.  New housing development is also proposed 
in the north of the town. There are existing schools located in the 
SW of Cheadle to meet the needs of residents located in the south of 
the town. 

 Agreed that not all the open spaces marked on the map are 
accessible to the public and should be indicated as ‘open space’ 
rather than ‘public  open space’.   A public open space study is 
underway covering all designated public open spaces in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands.  One of the areas this will advise on is 
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where improvements are needed to these spaces and where  new 
public open space is required.   

PO393 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      CH085A Object Wth the large propsed development of ch085a-d and Ch128 Cheadle south 
west seems to have a disproportionate amount of the housing devlopment for 
Cheadle, with 400+ of the total allocation being suggested for is area! I do not 
understand why this area has been chosen over others in view of the fact that 
alot of extra traffic will now have to go through the centre of town to leave on 
the north side.  In particular you are suggesting the new primary school is built 
in the north so this will cause even more traffic congestion as people have to 
travel from the south to the north of the town with our struggling roads!! There 
are litte/no public space in the south west. As I mentioned previosuly those 
listed are school fields not open to the public.  Very misleading!!!  With this 
development we will lose even more! This hardly seems fair, balanced or in the 
interest of public health! Concerns  over the size of the estate and how it will 
be managed effectively.  ?? Increased crime, increased traffic, noise and 
pollution.       

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See reponse to PO168 regarding public open space.  

PO397 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      CH085A Object Unbalanced development in cheadle area - 400+ houses in te south west out of 
total allocation. I would question if this number of houses is needed, but if so 
spread them more evenly to develop all sidesof the town. proposed link road 
?? Through the estate. Not appropriate for heavy traffic through  a residential 
estate. It would be a waste of time unless the link road continued through the 
north west up to leek road - then this may help to reduce traffic. access road 
through the railway line would spoil local walking areas.  This surely would not 
be in the interest of public health!! loss of green space and walking areas. no 
public open spaces in the south west as the 3 large areas on the map are school 
playing fields and not open to the public - very misleading. increase in 
traffic.  Why build the school in the north and a large proprotion of the houses 
in the south!   

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See reponse to PO168 regarding public open space. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 
 

PO1008 Mrs Laura 
Cartlidge 

      CH085A Object These comments are in relation to proposals to sites CH085a, CH085b, CH085c 
and CH085d  which are all objected to.   a) It remains entirely unclear why and 
how these sites (and indeed all others) have become 'Preferred Housing 
Allocation' sites. There are no published criteria for the evaluation of all sites 
put forward in the Summer 2015 Consultation, nor any available analysis and 
results of any such evaluation.   b) The reduction of agricultural land, and the 
increase in built development, will have the double effect of significantly 
increasing surface water run-off to the River Tean. At this point, and below, the 
River is in an Environment Agency Flood Warning Area, and there has been 
abundant recent evidence of downstream flooding in Tean.   c) There would be 

 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 response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding landscape issue and pedestrian 
links. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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a massive reduction in public amenity. The very essence of the value of the 
Green Belt to the south west of the sites is precisely because it forms part of a 
valley, with walks and views in both directions. To build over half the valley 
would detract from the views from the remaining Green Belt land, and would 
very severely curtail the extremely popular current public access by children 
and adults for pleasure, dog walking, cycling etc. De facto it is THE public open 
space for this part of the town (see also q25 above).   d) There are significant 
accessibility problems associated with the sites. Whether a 'potential link road' 
(will this be subject to a Section 101 Agreement with the developer?) is built, or 
simply an estate access road, there will be markedly increased traffic on 
different parts of Tean Road. The large majority of visits from the development 
to the town centre will be by car, increasing pressure on a road network which 
is barely able to cope at the moment at peak times.   e) The development 
would add to  pressure on schools in the area which are already close to 
capacity. We note the views of the County Council that an additional primary 
school will be required in Cheadle, but find it slightly perverse that this should 
be planned for the northernmost part of the town at the furthest point from 
the largest 'preferred' development. The 'school run ' will add to the traffic 
impact on Tean Road and the town centre.   f) Similarly the development would 
add to the pressure on the already overstretched resources of the NHS in 
Cheadle, eg GP appointment times.   g) Finally from a personal point of view, 
my property currently looks out onto the proposed building site and as such 
the development would have a high impact on our lives, both in the initial 
building stage from the huge disruption and later on the outlook from our 
property which is one of the main reasons we and many of our neighbours 
bought our properties. 

 Amenity – issues such as overlooking, screening and other impacts 
on existing residents will be assessed in detail once a site layout has 
been determined at the time a planning application is received and 
residents will have the opportunity to comment on the content of 
that application.  

PO7552 Mrs M 
Campbell 

      CH085A Object Since 2009 I have been sending comments and response forms.  My previous 
comments and letters still apply.  I see a link road has been put back on the 
map which will do little to help congestion in the town, probably cause more 
problems in Tean.  If we are to have more housing, roads need to be provided 
first i.e. a ring road further out to channel traffic especially heavy goods 
vehciles away from the narrow roads within Cheadle.  (At present we need 
many potholes repaired). Also we need more medical facilities before more 
people live here. I enclose copies of my previous letters and my husband's in 
case you have not kept them. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
 
 

PO7440 Mr And Mrs 
A B Lewis 

      CH085A Object I wish,together with my wife, to comment on the draft plans for Cheadle,in 
particular the plans for housing allocation in the area around Mobberley and 
the proposed path of a link road from the main Cheadle /Tean Rd. First there is 
a proposal to build a substantial number of houses in this area bordering on 
green belt. This is the third time that this part of our town has been subjected 
to attempts to build. My main objections are in regard to the infrastructure of 
this area. I am a regular user of the main road between Cheadle and Tean as a 
runner, on the pavement, and as a motorist. I have previously made complaints 
to the holder of the highways portfolio on the County Council on the state of 
this major road out of the town and the accompanying pavement. This road 
and pavement are a danger to all who have the misfortune to have to use them 
on a regular basis. The road between the bridge over Cecily brook and Tenford 
is in an appalling state for a carriageway which is classified as an A road. Large 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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vehicles from JCB and other industrial sites in and around Cheadle are 
constantly trundling up and down this road in both directions breaking up the 
surface and leaving potholes. When resurfacing work was done a few years 
back on this road, the work stopped at the bridge for some reason so that the 
situation has continued to deteriorate. On many occasions I have seen two 
vehicles travelling in opposite directions barely able to pass  each other thereby 
causing one of them to stop and mount the pavement in order to allow the 
other to pass. As far as the pavement is concerned the surface is broken all 
along the stretch between Eaves Lane and Tenford necessitating careful 
placement of feet even when walking, let alone running. In addition there is all 
manner of vegetation growing out of the hedgerow reducing the pavement 
width to less than two feet in places. When I last reported these problems last 
year a half hearted attempt at improving the pavement was made by cutting 
back the growth, but of course we are now in the growing season and the 
situation is as bad if not worse than ever. No work has been carried out on the 
pavement surface so that it continues to deteriorate. I did suggest that Mr 
Deaville might like to take a stroll with me along this road so that I could point 
out the problems as he is obviously unaware of them but there was no 
response. My point in making the above statement is twofold. If several 
hundred homes are planned for this part of Cheadle the infrastructure will 
deteriorate even more with the addition of many more vehicles using the road. 
Secondly the link road proposal to me seems pointless. In what way is this 
going to improve the situation. Were it built, the traffic, including the heavy 
vehicles, would need to access it via the poor road talked about above. Finally 
you do not show where this road is supposed to go to. It appears to finish in 
the  middle of the proposed housing. In summary then, it appears as if you are 
proposing a large estate serviced by a major road which has narrow single 
carriageways and is little more than an old turnpike road with a tarmacked 
surface. Together with this  the heavy vehicles currently using this road would 
be diverted onto a new link road apparently going nowhere according to the 
plan. The whole idea as far as we can see beggars belief unless we are missing 
something patently obvious to everyone else. If so we would be grateful if you 
could enlighten us. 
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PO7494 Mr Philip 
Walton 

     CH085A Object Summary of representation - please see full response (attached). Object to the 
development of this site for the following reasons: not enough capacity in local 
schools & additional school traffic created; doctors, dentists and shops are all 
over 1km which will create more traffic; Staffs CC ruled out a southern link 
road; Latest traffic survey is not available; access to the site would be difficult; 
flooding issues along River Tean and surface water flooding issues; access to 
the site is bounded by a railway line which is leased by Network Rail to 
Moorlands and City Railways Ltd on a 15 year lease from 2011. Reopening of 
the line is possible; consultation is being repeated when a previous attempt 
was thrown out; one consultation meeting was inadequate; open space cannot 
be replaced; lack of public open space; green spaces indicated are playing fields 
with no public access; scale of building is disproportionate to the size of 
Cheadle's infrastructure; sites to the north of Cheadle would bring this balance 
provided additional facilities such as schools, shops, dentists and doctors are 
provided; where are all the people going to come from to fill these new 
houses? lack of public open space and existing spaces need improving; no new 
spaces indicated on the plans; few employment plans, where are all the new 
people going to work? roads are inadequate for the current levels of traffic; 
medical facilities are already overstretched. An improvement in the 
infrastructure of the town would help the general acceptance of these 
proposals. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure, scale and location 
of development. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local planning 
authorities identify the objectively assessed need for housing in their 
areas, and that Local Plans translate those needs into land provision 
targets.  The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess the district’s full housing needs, including 
affordable housing, whilst taking into account migration and 
demographic change.  The Local Plan also proposes employment 
sites. 

PO8984 Mrs L J Hurst       CH085A Object Good agricultural land and a well used footpath, No 16 cuts through this field. 
The land is used for grazing cattle. Also flood plain needs protecting. 

 The land is Agricultural Class 3 Good to Moderate. Data supplied by 

Natural England indicates that there is a moderate likelihood that 

the land is best and most versatile land i.e. Class 3a 

 New housing schemes will need  to incorporate areas of open space 
and landscaping, and also maintain existing pedestrian links  as well 
as the consideration of new links. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 
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PO8990 Mr A 
Brandrick 

      CH085A Object Summary of representation (see attached document) Infrastructure Concerns 
Any further development would only exacerbate the exsting traffic congestion 
along the A522 route. A traffic survey taken during quiet periods does not 
reflect the standstill common during rush hour, the effect on emergency 
services and the general disruption. Stationary traffic enhances pollution and 
numerous children walking home are exposed to increased pollution. An 
increase in housing in the SW would add to congested parking in the town 
centre. The proposed relief road would add to High Street congestion, increase 
danger to pedestrians, cause a bottleneck where it meets the A521 and 
through traffic would have to travel along High Street to leave the town. Impact 
on the need for new school places. curent schools are centrally located adding 
to further congestion.  Surely logic would dictate the need for a new school in a 
different area where new housing could support this. Buidling in the N and E 
would relieve the S and centre. Access How will the southern link road cross 
the dismantled railway? The line owned by Network Rail is leased by Moorlands 
and City Railway for 15 years. This would not be possible in the immediate and 
medium term. Flood Risk The recent springs saw unprecedented high levels of 
floodwater in the proposed southwest development areas.  Given the 
inevitable addtional surface water run-off and the new planned developments 
in Upper Tean, there would be an increased risk of flooding for Upper 
Tean.  Does not the recent government focus on floodplains have an influence 
upon any consideration to build upon the floodplain margin? Wildlife 
Abundance of unusual wildlife, voles, kingfishers, owls, bats, house martins, 
redstarts and buzzards.  These would be disturbed and disrupted by proposed 
developments. Green Areas Where will children play/roam? Where would the 
public open spaces be? The small green space would be squeezed close to the 
river. School playing fields are shown as 'public open space' these are not 
public spaces. Housing Will there be an appropriate percentage of affordable 
homes for first-time buyers or will it be a series of developments housing 
middle and high income families, blighting the landscape with three-storey 
properties? 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space.  
 The site was subject to a Phase 1 ecological survey in 2014 and a later 2016 

ecology study considered the scope for ‘local wildlife site’ i.e. SBI status.  
The Phase 1 survey concludes that the site has low potential to support 
protected species as the habitat is poor and the LWS survey considers that 
most of the site habitats are common and not considered eligible for SBI 
status.  Both studies recommend further surveys and actions prior to 
development.  

 The Council will seek a proportion of affordable housing on the site 
which meets the required design policies. 
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PO9011 Mr B 
Moreton 

      CH085A Object Summary of representation (see attached) Would take away almost all of the 
countryside to the SW of Cheadle. Area is devoid of green spaces.  Those 
identified on the map are school playing fields and not available to the public. 
Overdevelopment in this area.  Already an industrial estate, 2 high schools and 
a sixth form. Smaller areas would be more appropriate. Link road Sites depend 
on the delivery of a Southern Link Road for access.  The ‘disused’ railway line to 
the west owned by Network Rail has a 15 year lease to Moorlands and City 
Railway and could reopen.  The rail route should be protected.  Access to the 
sites is therefore not available from the North and West.  From the south 
access would be through Green Belt land from a dangerous bend on the Tean 
Road and add more traffic. Building of a southern link road was refused at the 
Core Strategy examination.  The road is not listed in the Staffordshire County 
Council list of schemes and there is a policy of implementing initiatives to 
reduce traffic  rather than to provide for growth.  New link road would do 
nothing to relieve traffic  problems in Cheadle. Sustainability The number of 
houses proposed would double the amount of housing in the SW.  The sites are 
more than 1km from the town centre making it unlikely that residents would 
walk to access services and facilities. Not enough dentists. Amenity - Well used 
footpath crosses site and would be lost if developed.  Its development would 
conflict with the improving health agenda. Flood Risk – sites border the River 
Tean and will contribute surface water.  This will add to flood risk further down 
stream at Tean. Infrastructure – More school places required.  Current schools 
are located in the centre of Cheadle and cause a huge problem on the 
surrounding roads with buses, taxis and cars.  Potentially another 700 
commuter cars will add to this problem. A new school would be better located 
in the north of the town which would reduce pressure on the SW and 
centre.  Building in the north and east would be closer to the town centre and 
easier to access services and facilities.  A number of option sites were closer to 
the town centre - walking and cycling would be real options. Government 
Policy – the Localism Act states that we only need to make housing provision to 
meet local need.  SMDC has a declining population and household projections 
indicate a demand for 2573 houses not 6000+ that are proposed.  This relates 
to a build rate of 171.5 dwellings per annum. Landscape – Wardell Armstrong’s 
assessment of visual open space  states that there are  areas such as this that 
provide a visual break between areas of development and can enhance the 
setting of public footpaths and should be protected from development.  The 
area west of Cheadle is identified as an area of landscape enhancement.  The 
wonderful views of Huntley Woods are a great asset to the south of Cheadle.  

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See reponse to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space and 
footpaths. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 
 

 
CH085B 

PO481 Mr T A J 
Campbell 

  Mr John 
Wren 

JMW 
Planning 
Limited 

CH085B Support This site is supported in the initial sustainability appraisal report which 
considered a south-west focus for new housing development. It is well located 
in relation to existing services within the town, most of which can be reached 
by means other than the private motor car. The landowners are willing to 
consider releasing the land for development initially taking access off the 
existing highways network. 

 Developer support for the site is noted. 

 There is no current available access to this section of land. 
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PO10264 Mrs E 
Baskeyfield 

   CH085B Object Areas CH085a-d & CH128 are too far from the main infrastructure of the town. 
They are not near to any publi open spaces as the majority of those on the plan 
are private field owned by schools and are not for public use. The new housing 
proposal for the south would increase congestion on the roads especially as the 
new school is planned for the north of the town. This will causing increased 
traffic jams on the roads through the town at peak times. 

The building of houses in this area will increase the water table significantly as 
the fields are already heavily waterlogged after rain which will have a negative 
impact on those further down the valley in Tean who have already had areas 
under water this year due to flooding. Building in this area will on exaserbate 
this problem. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding new school .  

 See response to PO168 regarding public open space. 

PO1112 Alan Fox       CH085B Object Nature Conservation – Loss of wildlife from the area. Site is abundant in 
wildlife... needs to be expanded to include protected species. i.e Nature 
Conservation – Loss of wildlife from the area. Site is abundant in wildlife 
including protected species. i.e. bats which have their roosts, along with their 
foraging and commuting habitats protected by law. I object to the development 
of this area as it would illegal to destroy the roosts and foraging and 
commuting habitats of the bats in the area. I have photographs and video of 
bats foraging in the Aynsley Close area available for any site survey / enquiry. 
(while they are not of the highest quality they are never the less conclusive.) 

 See response to PO8990 regarding wildlife and ecology. 

PO1376 Mrs H 
Wordsworth 

      CH085B Object Environmental impact visual landscpe and air quality, noise pollution and part 
of development on  a flood plain 

 See response to PO476 regarding  landscape issue. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO1008 regarding amenity issues.  
 

PO7556 Mrs M 
Campbell 

      CH085B Object Since 2009 I have been sending comments and response forms.  My previous 
comments and letters still apply.  I see a link road has been put back on the 
map which will do little to help congestion in the town, probably cause more 
problems in Tean.  If we are to have more housing, roads need to be provided 
first i.e. a ring road further out to channel traffic especially heavy goods 
vehciles away from the narrow roads within Cheadle.  (At present we need 
many potholes repaired). Also we need more medical facilities before more 
people live here. I enclose copies of my previous letters and my husband's in 
case you have not kept them. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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PO7443 Mr And Mrs 
A B Lewis 

      CH085B Object I wish,together with my wife, to comment on the draft plans for Cheadle,in 
particular the plans for housing allocation in the area around Mobberley and 
the proposed path of a link road from the main Cheadle /Tean Rd. First there is 
a proposal to build a substantial number of houses in this area bordering on 
green belt. This is the third time that this part of our town has been subjected 
to attempts to build. My main objections are in regard to the infrastructure of 
this area. I am a regular user of the main road between Cheadle and Tean as a 
runner, on the pavement, and as a motorist. I have previously made complaints 
to the holder of the highways portfolio on the County Council on the state of 
this major road out of the town and the accompanying pavement. This road 
and pavement are a danger to all who have the misfortune to have to use them 
on a regular basis. The road between the bridge over Cecily brook and Tenford 
is in an appalling state for a carriageway which is classified as an A road. Large 
vehicles from JCB and other industrial sites in and around Cheadle are 
constantly trundling up and down this road in both directions breaking up the 
surface and leaving potholes. When resurfacing work was done a few years 
back on this road, the work stopped at the bridge for some reason so that the 
situation has continued to deteriorate. On many occasions I have seen two 
vehicles travelling in opposite directions barely able to pass  each other thereby 
causing one of them to stop and mount the pavement in order to allow the 
other to pass. As far as the pavement is concerned the surface is broken all 
along the stretch between Eaves Lane and Tenford necessitating careful 
placement of feet even when walking, let alone running. In addition there is all 
manner of vegetation growing out of the hedgerow reducing the pavement 
width to less than two feet in places. When I last reported these problems last 
year a half hearted attempt at improving the pavement was made by cutting 
back the growth, but of course we are now in the growing season and the 
situation is as bad if not worse than ever. No work has been carried out on the 
pavement surface so that it continues to deteriorate. I did suggest that Mr 
Deaville might like to take a stroll with me along this road so that I could point 
out the problems as he is obviously unaware of them but there was no 
response. My point in making the above statement is twofold. If several 
hundred homes are planned for this part of Cheadle the infrastructure will 
deteriorate even more with the addition of many more vehicles using the road. 
Secondly the link road proposal to me seems pointless. In what way is this 
going to improve the situation. Were it built, the traffic, including the heavy 
vehicles, would need to access it via the poor road talked about above. Finally 
you do not show where this road is supposed to go to. It appears to finish in 
the  middle of the proposed housing. In summary then, it appears as if you are 
proposing a large estate serviced by a major road which has narrow single 
carriageways and is little more than an old turnpike road with a tarmacked 
surface. Together with this  the heavy vehicles currently using this road would 
be diverted onto a new link road apparently going nowhere according to the 
plan. The whole idea as far as we can see beggars belief unless we are missing 
something patently obvious to everyone else. If so we would be grateful if you 
could enlighten us. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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PO7505 Mr Philip 
Walton 

      CH085B Object Summary of representation - please see full response (attached). Object to the 
development of this site for the following reasons: not enough capacity in local 
schools & additional school traffic created; doctors, dentists and shops are all 
over 1km which will create more traffic; Staffs CC ruled out a southern link 
road; Latest traffic survey is not available; access to the site would be difficult; 
flooding issues along River Tean and surface water flooding issues; access to 
the site is bounded by a railway line which is leased by Network Rail to 
Moorlands and City Railways Ltd on a 15 year lease from 2011. Reopening of 
the line is possible; consultation is being repeated when a previous attempt 
was thrown out; one consultation meeting was inadequate; open space cannot 
be replaced; lack of public open space; green spaces indicated are playing fields 
with no public access; scale of building is disproportionate to the size of 
Cheadle's infrastructure; sites to the north of Cheadle would bring this balance 
provided additional facilities such as schools, shops, dentists and doctors are 
provided; where are all the people going to come from to fill these new 
houses? lack of public open space and existing spaces need improving; no new 
spaces indicated on the plans; few employment plans, where are all the new 
people going to work? roads are inadequate for the current levels of traffic; 
medical facilities are already overstretched. An improvement in the 
infrastructure of the town would help the general acceptance of these 
proposals. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure, scale and location 
of development. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local planning 
authorities identify the objectively assessed need for housing in their 
areas, and that Local Plans translate those needs into land provision 
targets.  The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess the district’s full housing needs, including 
affordable housing, whilst taking into account migration and 
demographic change.  The Local Plan also proposes employment 
sites. 

PO8985 Mrs L J Hurst       CH085B Object Good agricultural land, used for grazing cattle. Also flood plain needs 
protecting. 

 See response to PO8984 regarding agricultural land.  

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 
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PO8991 Mr A 
Brandrick 

      CH085B Object Summary of representation (see attached document) Infrastructure Concerns 
Any further development would only exacerbate the exsting traffic congestion 
along the A522 route. A traffic survey taken during quiet periods does not 
reflect the standstill common during rush hour, the effect on emergency 
services and the general disruption. Stationary traffic enhances pollution and 
numerous children walking home are exposed to increased pollution. An 
increase in housing in the SW would add to congested parking in the town 
centre. The proposed relief road would add to High Street congestion, increase 
danger to pedestrians, cause a bottleneck where it meets the A521 and 
through traffic would have to travel along High Street to leave the town. Impact 
on the need for new school places. curent schools are centrally located adding 
to further congestion. Surely logic would dictate the need for a new school in a 
different area where new housing could support this. Buidling in the N and E 
would relieve the S and centre. Access How will the southern link road cross 
the dismantled railway? The line owned by Network Rail is leased by Moorlands 
and City Railway for 15 years. This would not be possible in the immediate and 
medium term. Flood Risk The recent springs saw unprecedented high levels of 
floodwater in the proposed southwest development areas. Given the inevitable 
addtional surface water run-off and the new planned developments in Upper 
Tean, there would be an increased risk of flooding for Upper Tean. Does not 
the recent government focus on floodplains have an influence upon any 
consideration to build upon the floodplain margin? Wildlife Abundance of 
unusual wildlife, voles, kingfishers, owls, bats, house martins, redstarts and 
buzzards. These would be disturbed and disrupted by proposed developments. 
Green Areas Where will children play/roam? Where would the public open 
spaces be? The small green space would be squeezed close to the river. School 
playing fields are shown as 'public open space' these are not public spaces. 
Housing Will there be an appropriate percentage of affordable homes for first-
time buyers or will it be a series of developments housing middle and high 
income families, blighting the landscape with three-storey properties? 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding wildlife and ecology. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding affordable housing and design 
issues.  
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PO9012 Mr B 
Moreton 

      CH085B Object Summary of representation (see attached) Would take away almost all of the 
countryside to the SW of Cheadle. Area is devoid of green spaces. Those 
identified on the map are school playing fields and not available to the public. 
Overdevelopment in this area. Already an industrial estate, 2 high schools and a 
sixth form. Smaller areas would be more appropriate. Link road Sites depend 
on the delivery of a Southern Link Road for access. The ‘disused’ railway line to 
the west owned by Network Rail has a 15 year lease to Moorlands and City 
Railway and could reopen. The rail route should be protected. Access to the 
sites is therefore not available from the North and West. From the south access 
would be through Green Belt land from a dangerous bend on the Tean Road 
and add more traffic. Building of a southern link road was refused at the Core 
Strategy examination. The road is not listed in the Staffordshire County Council 
list of schemes and there is a policy of implementing initiatives to reduce traffic 
rather than to provide for growth. New link road would do nothing to relieve 
traffic problems in Cheadle. Sustainability The number of houses proposed 
would double the amount of housing in the SW. The sites are more than 1km 
from the town centre making it unlikely that residents would walk to access 
services and facilities. Not enough dentists. Amenity - Well used footpath 
crosses site and would be lost if developed. Its development would conflict 
with the improving health agenda. Flood Risk – sites border the River Tean and 
will contribute surface water. This will add to flood risk further down stream at 
Tean. Infrastructure – More school places required. Current schools are located 
in the centre of Cheadle and cause a huge problem on the surrounding roads 
with buses, taxis and cars. Potentially another 700 commuter cars will add to 
this problem. A new school would be better located in the north of the town 
which would reduce pressure on the SW and centre. Building in the north and 
east would be closer to the town centre and easier to access services and 
facilities. A number of option sites were closer to the town centre - walking and 
cycling would be real options. Government Policy – the Localism Act states that 
we only need to make housing provision to meet local need. SMDC has a 
declining population and household projections indicate a demand for 2573 
houses not 6000+ that are proposed. This relates to a build rate of 171.5 
dwellings per annum. Landscape – Wardell Armstrong’s assessment of visual 
open space states that there are areas such as this that provide a visual break 
between areas of development and can enhance the setting of public footpaths 
and should be protected from development. The area west of Cheadle is 
identified as an area of landscape enhancement. The wonderful views of 
Huntley Woods are a great asset to the south of Cheadle. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See reponse to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space and 
footpaths. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 
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PO10257 Mrs Jennifer 
C Moreton 

      CH085B Object In this area there is a major flaw in the fact that you are taking away all of the 
available access to countryside. Cheadle was built in a basin apart from the 
North which has a continuation of green fields for miles to Kingsley Holt, 
Whiston etc. On the south west the only countryside left is one small field and 
Huntley Woods were are not accessable to public. Therefore this will be 
COMPLETE OVER KILL OF THE SOUTH WEST OF CHEADLE. You will diminish the 
availabiliy to walk this countryside by all the residents who use it on a very 
regular basis. In your plan you are joining Cheadle with Teanford and this is not 
fair or acceptable to the South West residents. You also will need to break 
through the area of the old railway line . This area close to the Huntley woods 
has great potential as a place of pleasure something we are very short of in 
Cheadle and indeed should be preserved not decimated the whole of this area 
greatly adds to the quality of life to us in the South West. The road you have on 
your plan shows it goes nowhere! in 1998 The SMDC fought ardently with 
Danbank saying the road was not viable and the expense was far too great. This 
road would not help the traffic because most of the traffic travelling through 
goes to the Potteries.It was suggested at that enquiry the builders would never 
finish this road because the costs were too great. Staffs County Council then 
said there were no financies availableat that time and the case remains the 
same to-day.In the South West we already take the brunt for 2 High Schools, 1 
Sixth Form and 1 Primary school,also most of Cheadle's Industry, Why are you 
persisting in creating more congestion in an area already experienceing 
problems ? a SOUTH WEST LINK ROAD WILL NOT WORK AS IT WAS IN 1998 IT IS 
A ROAD TO KNOWHERE. The adjacent houses to the areas I refer are approx 
500 Houses, (Dandillions estate and Wedgewood estate). Your plans are to 
ajoin another 500 making a 1,000 mass of residential properties. This is not 
good planning. These houses should be divided into smaller groups and 
distributed more evenly around the town. Why is there no building suggested 
for the North i.e. Leek Road A522 areas. JCB is in Leek Road and we have to 
cope with the traffic and employees coming from the South of Cheadle. 
Whereas I am not suggesting 500 be built there I do consider that part of the 
area on the East Side of Leek Road would be viable. This would also help with 
the proposed School in the North East. The School Buses we have to contend 
with amount to approx 30/40 buses, taxi's mini buses per day morning and 
night as well as numerouse parental transport. This South West is a further 
walking distance to our town centre than Leek Road. Does the Government not 
suggest houses should be built as close as possible to the centre of a Town ? 

 See response to PO476 regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding pedestrian links. 

 See response to PO476 regarding development in north Cheadle. 

 See response to PO476 regarding link road and traffic. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale and location of new 
development. 

PO1171 Mr P Beesley       CH085B Object This land is flood plain + it is always very well. It has been proved in the past 
that it is unsuitable for building. Proposed relief road goes nowhere would be 
better going to link with + if this was built then it might become viable. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 
CH085C 

PO482 Mr T A J 
Campbell 

  Mr John 
Wren 

JMW 
Planning 
Limited 

CH085C Support This site is supported in the initial sustainability appraisal report which 
considered a south-west focus for new housing development. It is well located 
in relation to existing services within the town, most of which can be reached 
by means other than the private motor car. The landowners are willing to 
consider releasing the land for development initially taking access off the 
existing highways network. 

 Developer support for the site is noted. 

 There is no current available access to this section of land. 
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PO1114 Alan Fox       CH085C Object Nature Conservation – Loss of wildlife from the area. Site is abundant in 
wildlife.... needs to be expanded to include protected species. i.e Nature 
Conservation – Loss of wildlife from the area. Site is abundant in wildlife 
including protected species. i.e. bats which have their roosts, along with their 
foraging and commuting habitats protected by law. I object to the development 
of this area as it would illegal to destroy the roosts and foraging and 
commuting habitats of the bats in the area. I have photographs and video of 
bats foraging in the Aynsley Close area available for any site survey / enquiry. 
(while they are not of the highest quality they are never the less conclusive.) 

 See response to PO8990  regarding wildlife and ecology. 

PO10265 Mrs E 
Baskeyfield 

   CH085C Object Areas CH085a-d & CH128 are too far from the main infrastructure of the town. 
They are not near to any publi open spaces as the majority of those on the plan 
are private field owned by schools and are not for public use. The new housing 
proposal for the south would increase congestion on the roads especially as the 
new school is planned for the north of the town. This will causing increased 
traffic jams on the roads through the town at peak times. 

The building of houses in this area will increase the water table significantly as 
the fields are already heavily waterlogged after rain which will have a negative 
impact on those further down the valley in Tean who have already had areas 
under water this year due to flooding. Building in this area will on exaserbate 
this problem. 

 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact 

Study(August 2016) includes a Landscape Assessment for this site. It 

advises that the site is open however long distance views are 

screened by the railway embankment located to the north and west 

of the site. Only the north-eastern corner of the site is adjacent to 

the settlement edge and is otherwise separated by adjacent sites 

(CH085d). The site should therefore not be developed in isolation. If 

the adjoining sites are developed first, then CH085c could be 

considered as a potential development site in a later phase. There 

could be impacts on local landscape character (medium landscape 

sensitivity), however  site-specific landscape mitigation measures 

could include phased development (ensuring the site is developed 

following the development of adjoining sites), limiting building 

heights and planting in the west of the site and phasing 

development. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding new school .  

 See response to PO168 regarding public open space. 

PO396 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      CH085C Object Unbalanced development in cheadle area - 400+ houses in te south west out of 
total allocation. I would question if this number of houses is needed, but if so 
spread them more evenly to develop all sidesof the town. proposed link road 
?? Through the estate. Not appropriate for heavy traffic thourhg a residential 
estate. It would be a waste of time unless the link road continued through the 
north west up to leek road - then this may help to reduce traffic. loss of green 
space and walking arreas. no public open spaces in the south west as the 3 
large areas on the map are school playing fields and not open to the public - 
very misleading. increase in traffic.  Why build the scool in the north and a large 
proprotion of the houses in the south!     

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO10265 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See reponse to PO168 regarding public open space. 

PO1364 Ms 
Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

    CH085C Object Map 4.7 - Cheadle - CH85c; CH85d; and, CH128 - preferred housing allocations - 
It is not clear how the impact of the site allocations, individually and 
cumulatively, has been assessed in respect of the Grade II listed building 
Mobberley House.  Further information is required. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact Study 

(August 2016) includes  a Heritage Assessment for this site which 

advises that the wider agricultural setting is considered to contribute 

to the overall significance of the Grade II asset – Mobberley House.  

This could be mitigated through screening of the southern edge of 
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the site.  Development in the site would change a part of the HLC 

zone CHECZ 8, although for the most part, it would remain unaltered 

(Historic Environment Character Assessment 2010) and the Site is 

considered suitable for development in heritage terms subject to 

appropriate masterplanning. 

PO1173 Mr P Beesley       CH085C Object This land is flood plain + it is always very well. It has been proved in the past 
that it is unsuitable for building. Proposed relief road goes nowhere would be 
better going to link with + if this was built then it might become viable 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

PO10266 Mrs E 
Baskeyfield 

   CH085D Object Areas CH085a-d & CH128 are too far from the main infrastructure of the town. 
They are not near to any publi open spaces as the majority of those on the plan 
are private field owned by schools and are not for public use. The new housing 
proposal for the south would increase congestion on the roads especially as the 
new school is planned for the north of the town. This will causing increased 
traffic jams on the roads through the town at peak times. 

The building of houses in this area will increase the water table significantly as 
the fields are already heavily waterlogged after rain which will have a negative 
impact on those further down the valley in Tean who have already had areas 
under water this year due to flooding. Building in this area will on exaserbate 
this problem. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO10265  regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding new school .  

 See response to PO168 regarding public open space. 

PO7557 Mrs M 
Campbell 

      CH085C Object Since 2009 I have been sending comments and response forms.  My previous 
comments and letters still apply.  I see a link road has been put back on the 
map which will do little to help congestion in the town, probably cause more 
problems in Tean.  If we are to have more housing, roads need to be provided 
first i.e. a ring road further out to channel traffic especially heavy goods 
vehciles away from the narrow roads within Cheadle.  (At present we need 
many potholes repaired). Also we need more medical facilities before more 
people live here. I enclose copies of my previous letters and my husband's in 
case you have not kept them. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
 

PO7444 Mr And Mrs 
A B Lewis 

      CH085C Object I wish,together with my wife, to comment on the draft plans for Cheadle,in 
particular the plans for housing allocation in the area around Mobberley and 
the proposed path of a link road from the main Cheadle /Tean Rd. First there is 
a proposal to build a substantial number of houses in this area bordering on 
green belt. This is the third time that this part of our town has been subjected 
to attempts to build. My main objections are in regard to the infrastructure of 
this area. I am a regular user of the main road between Cheadle and Tean as a 
runner, on the pavement, and as a motorist. I have previously made complaints 
to the holder of the highways portfolio on the County Council on the state of 
this major road out of the town and the accompanying pavement. This road 
and pavement are a danger to all who have the misfortune to have to use them 
on a regular basis. The road between the bridge over Cecily brook and Tenford 
is in an appalling state for a carriageway which is classified as an A road. Large 
vehicles from JCB and other industrial sites in and around Cheadle are 
constantly trundling up and down this road in both directions breaking up the 
surface and leaving potholes. When resurfacing work was done a few years 
back on this road, the work stopped at the bridge for some reason so that the 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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situation has continued to deteriorate. On many occasions I have seen two 
vehicles travelling in opposite directions barely able to pass  each other thereby 
causing one of them to stop and mount the pavement in order to allow the 
other to pass. As far as the pavement is concerned the surface is broken all 
along the stretch between Eaves Lane and Tenford necessitating careful 
placement of feet even when walking, let alone running. In addition there is all 
manner of vegetation growing out of the hedgerow reducing the pavement 
width to less than two feet in places. When I last reported these problems last 
year a half hearted attempt at improving the pavement was made by cutting 
back the growth, but of course we are now in the growing season and the 
situation is as bad if not worse than ever. No work has been carried out on the 
pavement surface so that it continues to deteriorate. I did suggest that Mr 
Deaville might like to take a stroll with me along this road so that I could point 
out the problems as he is obviously unaware of them but there was no 
response. My point in making the above statement is twofold. If several 
hundred homes are planned for this part of Cheadle the infrastructure will 
deteriorate even more with the addition of many more vehicles using the road. 
Secondly the link road proposal to me seems pointless. In what way is this 
going to improve the situation. Were it built, the traffic, including the heavy 
vehicles, would need to access it via the poor road talked about above. Finally 
you do not show where this road is supposed to go to. It appears to finish in 
the  middle of the proposed housing. In summary then, it appears as if you are 
proposing a large estate serviced by a major road which has narrow single 
carriageways and is little more than an old turnpike road with a tarmacked 
surface. Together with this  the heavy vehicles currently using this road would 
be diverted onto a new link road apparently going nowhere according to the 
plan. The whole idea as far as we can see beggars belief unless we are missing 
something patently obvious to everyone else. If so we would be grateful if you 
could enlighten us. 
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PO7507 Mr Philip 
Walton 

      CH085C Object Summary of representation - please see full response (attached). Object to the 
development of this site for the following reasons: not enough capacity in local 
schools & additional school traffic created; doctors, dentists and shops are all 
over 1km which will create more traffic; Staffs CC ruled out a southern link 
road; Latest traffic survey is not available; access to the site would be difficult; 
flooding issues along River Tean and surface water flooding issues; access to 
the site is bounded by a railway line which is leased by Network Rail to 
Moorlands and City Railways Ltd on a 15 year lease from 2011. Reopening of 
the line is possible; consultation is being repeated when a previous attempt 
was thrown out; one consultation meeting was inadequate; open space cannot 
be replaced; lack of public open space; green spaces indicated are playing fields 
with no public access; scale of building is disproportionate to the size of 
Cheadle's infrastructure; sites to the north of Cheadle would bring this balance 
provided additional facilities such as schools, shops, dentists and doctors are 
provided; where are all the people going to come from to fill these new 
houses? lack of public open space and existing spaces need improving; no new 
spaces indicated on the plans; few employment plans, where are all the new 
people going to work? roads are inadequate for the current levels of traffic; 
medical facilities are already overstretched. An improvement in the 
infrastructure of the town would help the general acceptance of these 
proposals. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure, scale and location 
of development. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local planning 
authorities identify the objectively assessed need for housing in their 
areas, and that Local Plans translate those needs into land provision 
targets.  The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess the district’s full housing needs, including 
affordable housing, whilst taking into account migration and 
demographic change.  The Local Plan also proposes employment 
sites. 

PO8986 Mrs L J Hurst       CH085C Object Good agricultural land. Also flood plain needs protecting.  The land is Agricultural Class 3 Good to Moderate. Data supplied by 

Natural England indicates that there is a moderate to high likelihood 

that the land is best and most versatile land i.e. Class 3a. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 
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PO8992 Mr A 
Brandrick 

      CH085C Object Summary of representation (see attached document) Infrastructure Concerns 
Any further development would only exacerbate the exsting traffic congestion 
along the A522 route. A traffic survey taken during quiet periods does not 
reflect the standstill common during rush hour, the effect on emergency 
services and the general disruption. Stationary traffic enhances pollution and 
numerous children walking home are exposed to increased pollution. An 
increase in housing in the SW would add to congested parking in the town 
centre. The proposed relief road would add to High Street congestion, increase 
danger to pedestrians, cause a bottleneck where it meets the A521 and 
through traffic would have to travel along High Street to leave the town. Impact 
on the need for new school places. curent schools are centrally located adding 
to further congestion. Surely logic would dictate the need for a new school in a 
different area where new housing could support this. Buidling in the N and E 
would relieve the S and centre. Access How will the southern link road cross 
the dismantled railway? The line owned by Network Rail is leased by Moorlands 
and City Railway for 15 years. This would not be possible in the immediate and 
medium term. Flood Risk The recent springs saw unprecedented high levels of 
floodwater in the proposed southwest development areas. Given the inevitable 
addtional surface water run-off and the new planned developments in Upper 
Tean, there would be an increased risk of flooding for Upper Tean. Does not 
the recent government focus on floodplains have an influence upon any 
consideration to build upon the floodplain margin? Wildlife Abundance of 
unusual wildlife, voles, kingfishers, owls, bats, house martins, redstarts and 
buzzards. These would be disturbed and disrupted by proposed developments. 
Green Areas Where will children play/roam? Where would the public open 
spaces be? The small green space would be squeezed close to the river. School 
playing fields are shown as 'public open space' these are not public spaces. 
Housing Will there be an appropriate percentage of affordable homes for first-
time buyers or will it be a series of developments housing middle and high 
income families, blighting the landscape with three-storey properties? 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding wildlife and ecology. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding affordable housing and design 
issues. 
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PO9013 Mr B 
Moreton 

      CH085C Object Summary of representation (see attached) Would take away almost all of the 
countryside to the SW of Cheadle. Area is devoid of green spaces. Those 
identified on the map are school playing fields and not available to the public. 
Overdevelopment in this area. Already an industrial estate, 2 high schools and a 
sixth form. Smaller areas would be more appropriate. Link road Sites depend 
on the delivery of a Southern Link Road for access. The ‘disused’ railway line to 
the west owned by Network Rail has a 15 year lease to Moorlands and City 
Railway and could reopen. The rail route should be protected. Access to the 
sites is therefore not available from the North and West. From the south access 
would be through Green Belt land from a dangerous bend on the Tean Road 
and add more traffic. Building of a southern link road was refused at the Core 
Strategy examination. The road is not listed in the Staffordshire County Council 
list of schemes and there is a policy of implementing initiatives to reduce traffic 
rather than to provide for growth. New link road would do nothing to relieve 
traffic problems in Cheadle. Sustainability The number of houses proposed 
would double the amount of housing in the SW. The sites are more than 1km 
from the town centre making it unlikely that residents would walk to access 
services and facilities. Not enough dentists. Amenity - Well used footpath 
crosses site and would be lost if developed. Its development would conflict 
with the improving health agenda. Flood Risk – sites border the River Tean and 
will contribute surface water. This will add to flood risk further down stream at 
Tean. Infrastructure – More school places required. Current schools are located 
in the centre of Cheadle and cause a huge problem on the surrounding roads 
with buses, taxis and cars. Potentially another 700 commuter cars will add to 
this problem. A new school would be better located in the north of the town 
which would reduce pressure on the SW and centre. Building in the north and 
east would be closer to the town centre and easier to access services and 
facilities. A number of option sites were closer to the town centre - walking and 
cycling would be real options. Government Policy – the Localism Act states that 
we only need to make housing provision to meet local need. SMDC has a 
declining population and household projections indicate a demand for 2573 
houses not 6000+ that are proposed. This relates to a build rate of 171.5 
dwellings per annum. Landscape – Wardell Armstrong’s assessment of visual 
open space states that there are areas such as this that provide a visual break 
between areas of development and can enhance the setting of public footpaths 
and should be protected from development. The area west of Cheadle is 
identified as an area of landscape enhancement. The wonderful views of 
Huntley Woods are a great asset to the south of Cheadle. 

 See response to PO10265 regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO10265 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See reponse to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space and 
footpaths. 

 See response to PO1169 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 
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PO10258 Mrs Jennifer 
C Moreton 

      CH085C Object In this area there is a major flaw in the fact that you are taking away all of the 
available access to countryside. Cheadle was built in a basin apart from the 
North which has a continuation of green fields for miles to Kingsley Holt, 
Whiston etc. On the south west the only countryside left is one small field and 
Huntley Woods were are not accessable to public. Therefore this will be 
COMPLETE OVER KILL OF THE SOUTH WEST OF CHEADLE. You will diminish the 
availabiliy to walk this countryside by all the residents who use it on a very 
regular basis. In your plan you are joining Cheadle with Teanford and this is not 
fair or acceptable to the South West residents. You also will need to break 
through the area of the old railway line . This area close to the Huntley woods 
has great potential as a place of pleasure something we are very short of in 
Cheadle and indeed should be preserved not decimated the whole of this area 
greatly adds to the quality of life to us in the South West. The road you have on 
your plan shows it goes nowhere! in 1998 The SMDC fought ardently with 
Danbank saying the road was not viable and the expense was far too great. This 
road would not help the traffic because most of the traffic travelling through 
goes to the Potteries.It was suggested at that enquiry the builders would never 
finish this road because the costs were too great. Staffs County Council then 
said there were no financies availableat that time and the case remains the 
same to-day.In the South West we already take the brunt for 2 High Schools, 1 
Sixth Form and 1 Primary school,also most of Cheadle's Industry, Why are you 
persisting in creating more congestion in an area already experienceing 
problems ? a SOUTH WEST LINK ROAD WILL NOT WORK AS IT WAS IN 1998 IT IS 
A ROAD TO KNOWHERE. The adjacent houses to the areas I refer are approx 
500 Houses, (Dandillions estate and Wedgewood estate). Your plans are to 
ajoin another 500 making a 1,000 mass of residential properties. This is not 
good planning. These houses should be divided into smaller groups and 
distributed more evenly around the town. Why is there no building suggested 
for the North i.e. Leek Road A522 areas. JCB is in Leek Road and we have to 
cope with the traffic and employees coming from the South of Cheadle. 
Whereas I am not suggesting 500 be built there I do consider that part of the 
area on the East Side of Leek Road would be viable. This would also help with 
the proposed School in the North East. The School Buses we have to contend 
with amount to approx 30/40 buses, taxi's mini buses per day morning and 
night as well as numerouse parental transport. This South West is a further 
walking distance to our town centre than Leek Road. Does the Government not 
suggest houses should be built as close as possible to the centre of a Town ? 

 See response to PO10265 regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding pedestrian links. 

 See response to PO476 regarding development in north Cheadle. 

 See response to PO476 regarding link road and traffic. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO10265 regarding scale and location of new 
development. 

 

PO483 Mr T A J 
Campbell 

  Mr John 
Wren 

JMW 
Planning 
Limited 

CH085D Support This site is supported in the initial sustainability appraisal report which 
considered a south-west focus for new housing development. It is well located 
in relation to existing services within the town, most of which can be reached 
by means other than the private motor car. The landowners are willing to 
consider releasing the land for development initially taking access off the 
existing highways network. 

 Developer support for the site is noted. 

 Some housing could be served off Dandillion Avenue and the 
capacity could be increased if Dandillion Avenue was widened.  



Question 28 – Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocations in Cheadle? Mobberley Sites 
 

23 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Company / 
Org 

Agent 
Name 

Agent 
Company 
/ Org 

Site Ref Support / 
Object / 
General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO7 Mrs Desiree 
Billington 

      CH085D Object We used to live and work in the heart of the West Midlands (the Black 
Country). A large urban sprawl and often very congested. After taking early 
retirement, in 2012, we chose to live in Cheadle, it being a very pleasant semi 
rural market town. Cheadle has the correct amount of properties and 
population to make it a very nice and friendly place to live. It does have its 
problems, it can get very congested at school times and morning and evening 
rush hour. In particular in the town centre and Tean Road. Tape Street is also a 
big problem having 3 sets of pedestrian crossing lights which causes tailbacks at 
certain times. No one wants any more building in Cheadle. There is not enough 
infrastructure to cope with an extra influx of people. Roads certainly cannot 
cope with more traffic. On a personal note, we do not want any more houses 
near to our property as this will cause noise pollution, obstruct our current 
views, invade our privacy, cause havoc to wildlife and maybe even cause 
environmental problems such as flooding, ie: houses being built on farm land 
which currently has good rain water drainage. Cheadle council need to think 
seriously about the upset and problems they are like to cause if they go ahead 
with a ludicrous idea of excess building anywhere in the town. 

 See response to PO476 regarding  traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO1008 regarding amenity issues.  

 See response to PO8990 regarding wildlife and ecology. 

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA)  for the District, the results of which have been used to 
inform the site selection process. The site is within Flood Zone 1 – 
Low probability.  Any application would be accompanied by an FRA 
which would consider surface water run-off. Mitigation would be 
required to ensure that neighbouring areas are not affected.  

 
 

PO1115 Alan Fox       CH085D Object Nature Conservation – Loss of wildlife from the area. Site is abundant in 
wildlife..... needs to be expanded to include protected species. i.e Nature 
Conservation – Loss of wildlife from the area. Site is abundant in wildlife 
including protected species. i.e. bats which have their roosts, along with their 
foraging and commuting habitats protected by law. I object to the development 
of this area as it would illegal to destroy the roosts and foraging and 
commuting habitats of the bats in the area. I have photographs and video of 
bats foraging in the Aynsley Close area available for any site survey / enquiry. 
(while they are not of the highest quality they are never the less conclusive.) 

 See response to PO8990 regarding wildlife and ecology. 

PO398 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

      CH085D Object Unbalanced develolment in cheadle area - 400+ houses in te south west out of 
total allocation. I would question if this number of houses is needed, but if so 
spread them more evenly to develop all sidesof the town. proposed link road 
?? Through the estate. Not appropriate for heavy traffic thourhg a residential 
estate. It would be a waste of time unless the link road continued through the 
north west up to leek road - then this may help to reduce traffic. loss of green 
space and walking arreas - not in the interest of public health! no public open 
spaces in the south west as the 3 large areas on the map are school playing 
fields and not open to the public - very misleading. increase in traffic.  Why 
build the scool in the north and a large proprotion of the houses in the south! 
reduced standard of living and quality of life to current residents in the south 
west due to unbalanced dvelopment which will  increase traffic, noise, 
pollution. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact 
Study(August 2016) includes a Landscape Assessment for this site. It 
advises that the site comprises generally flat fields enclosed by 
residential development to the east and north.  The site is open to 
the west however long distance views are screened by the railway 
embankment located further to the west of the site. Site fits in well 
with the existing settlement pattern as it does not extend beyond 
the existing western settlement edge formed by Draycott Drive and 
Carleton Drive. Planting could be undertaken  on the western 
boundary in order to create a vegetated edge to the settlement. 
(low landscape sensitivity). 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See reponse to PO168 regarding public open space. 

PO1377 Mrs H 
Wordsworth 

      CH085D Object evironmental impact on visual landscape noise pollution and air quality  See response to PO398 regarding visual impact. 

 See response to PO7 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO1008 regarding amenity issues.  

PO1365 Ms 
Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

    CH085D Object Map 4.7 - Cheadle - CH85c; CH85d; and, CH128 - preferred housing allocations - 
It is not clear how the impact of the site allocations, individually and 
cumulatively, has been assessed in respect of the Grade II listed building 
Mobberley House.  Further information is required. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact Study 
(August 2016) includes  a Heritage Assessment for this site which 
advises that the wider agricultural setting is considered to contribute 
to the overall significance of the Grade II asset – Mobberley House.  
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This could be mitigated through screening of the southern edge of 
the site.  Development in the site would change a part of the HLC 
zone CHECZ 8, although for the most part, it would remain unaltered 
(Historic Environment Character Assessment 2010) and the Site is 
considered suitable for development in heritage terms subject to 
appropriate masterplanning. 

PO1234 Mr David 
Billington 

      CH085D Object  No comments made  - 

PO821 Mr Alan 
Donaldson 

      CH085D Object Any houses built in this area will result in potentially hundreds of additional 
vehicles joining the Tean Road which already has problems with either vehicles 
heading into town blocking the road as they queue to enter the unsatifactory 
road system through the town, or going away from Cheadle will cause more 
problems in Tean.  Any by-pass will simply result in vehicles going to the west 
of town and trying to enter the one way system or create further congestion at 
the T junction in Foresbrook/Blythe Bridge. Schools, Drs, and infra-strucure is 
already inadequate without further development.  Further development will 
cause more surface water which from the proposed area CH085D will flow 
down to Tean, which already experiences flooding. This area has been the 
boundary for housing development for nearly 50 years and consideration 
should be given to the quantity and type of housing that is being proposed and 
should include public open spaces as there are none at all on this side of the 
Tean Road.   The scale of the proposed development is out of balance with the 
infra structure and employment opportunities that already exist.   

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO398  regarding  scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO7 regarding flood risk issues. 

 A public open space study is underway covering all designated public 

open spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  One of the areas this 

will advise on is where improvements are needed to these spaces 

and where  new public open space is required.   

 

PO1175 Mr P Beesley       CH085D Object This land is flood plain + it is always very well. It has been proved in the past 
that it is unsuitable for building. Proposed relief road goes nowhere would be 
better going to link with + if this was built then it might become viable 

 See response to PO7 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

PO7559 Mrs M 
Campbell 

      CH085D Object Since 2009 I have been sending comments and response forms.  My previous 
comments and letters still apply.  I see a link road has been put back on the 
map which will do little to help congestion in the town, probably cause more 
problems in Tean.  If we are to have more housing, roads need to be provided 
first i.e. a ring road further out to channel traffic especially heavy goods 
vehciles away from the narrow roads within Cheadle.  (At present we need 
many potholes repaired). Also we need more medical facilities before more 
people live here. I enclose copies of my previous letters and my husband's in 
case you have not kept them. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
 

PO7446 Mr And Mrs 
A B Lewis 

      CH085D Object I wish,together with my wife, to comment on the draft plans for Cheadle,in 
particular the plans for housing allocation in the area around Mobberley and 
the proposed path of a link road from the main Cheadle /Tean Rd. First there is 
a proposal to build a substantial number of houses in this area bordering on 
green belt. This is the third time that this part of our town has been subjected 
to attempts to build. My main objections are in regard to the infrastructure of 
this area. I am a regular user of the main road between Cheadle and Tean as a 
runner, on the pavement, and as a motorist. I have previously made complaints 
to the holder of the highways portfolio on the County Council on the state of 
this major road out of the town and the accompanying pavement. This road 
and pavement are a danger to all who have the misfortune to have to use them 
on a regular basis. The road between the bridge over Cecily brook and Tenford 
is in an appalling state for a carriageway which is classified as an A road. Large 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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vehicles from JCB and other industrial sites in and around Cheadle are 
constantly trundling up and down this road in both directions breaking up the 
surface and leaving potholes. When resurfacing work was done a few years 
back on this road, the work stopped at the bridge for some reason so that the 
situation has continued to deteriorate. On many occasions I have seen two 
vehicles travelling in opposite directions barely able to pass  each other thereby 
causing one of them to stop and mount the pavement in order to allow the 
other to pass. As far as the pavement is concerned the surface is broken all 
along the stretch between Eaves Lane and Tenford necessitating careful 
placement of feet even when walking, let alone running. In addition there is all 
manner of vegetation growing out of the hedgerow reducing the pavement 
width to less than two feet in places. When I last reported these problems last 
year a half hearted attempt at improving the pavement was made by cutting 
back the growth, but of course we are now in the growing season and the 
situation is as bad if not worse than ever. No work has been carried out on the 
pavement surface so that it continues to deteriorate. I did suggest that Mr 
Deaville might like to take a stroll with me along this road so that I could point 
out the problems as he is obviously unaware of them but there was no 
response. My point in making the above statement is twofold. If several 
hundred homes are planned for this part of Cheadle the infrastructure will 
deteriorate even more with the addition of many more vehicles using the road. 
Secondly the link road proposal to me seems pointless. In what way is this 
going to improve the situation. Were it built, the traffic, including the heavy 
vehicles, would need to access it via the poor road talked about above. Finally 
you do not show where this road is supposed to go to. It appears to finish in 
the  middle of the proposed housing. In summary then, it appears as if you are 
proposing a large estate serviced by a major road which has narrow single 
carriageways and is little more than an old turnpike road with a tarmacked 
surface. Together with this  the heavy vehicles currently using this road would 
be diverted onto a new link road apparently going nowhere according to the 
plan. The whole idea as far as we can see beggars belief unless we are missing 
something patently obvious to everyone else. If so we would be grateful if you 
could enlighten us. 
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PO8993 Mr A 
Brandrick 

      CH085D Object Summary of representation (see attached document) Infrastructure Concerns 
Any further development would only exacerbate the exsting traffic congestion 
along the A522 route. A traffic survey taken during quiet periods does not 
reflect the standstill common during rush hour, the effect on emergency 
services and the general disruption. Stationary traffic enhances pollution and 
numerous children walking home are exposed to increased pollution. An 
increase in housing in the SW would add to congested parking in the town 
centre. The proposed relief road would add to High Street congestion, increase 
danger to pedestrians, cause a bottleneck where it meets the A521 and 
through traffic would have to travel along High Street to leave the town. Impact 
on the need for new school places. curent schools are centrally located adding 
to further congestion. Surely logic would dictate the need for a new school in a 
different area where new housing could support this. Buidling in the N and E 
would relieve the S and centre. Access How will the southern link road cross 
the dismantled railway? The line owned by Network Rail is leased by Moorlands 
and City Railway for 15 years. This would not be possible in the immediate and 
medium term. Flood Risk The recent springs saw unprecedented high levels of 
floodwater in the proposed southwest development areas. Given the inevitable 
addtional surface water run-off and the new planned developments in Upper 
Tean, there would be an increased risk of flooding for Upper Tean. Does not 
the recent government focus on floodplains have an influence upon any 
consideration to build upon the floodplain margin? Wildlife Abundance of 
unusual wildlife, voles, kingfishers, owls, bats, house martins, redstarts and 
buzzards. These would be disturbed and disrupted by proposed developments. 
Green Areas Where will children play/roam? Where would the public open 
spaces be? The small green space would be squeezed close to the river. School 
playing fields are shown as 'public open space' these are not public spaces. 
Housing Will there be an appropriate percentage of affordable homes for first-
time buyers or will it be a series of developments housing middle and high 
income families, blighting the landscape with three-storey properties? 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See response to PO7  regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding wildlife and ecology. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding affordable housing and design 
issues. 
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PO7510 Mr Philip 
Walton 

      CH085D Object Summary of representation - please see full response (attached). Object to the 
development of this site for the following reasons: not enough capacity in local 
schools & additional school traffic created; doctors, dentists and shops are all 
over 1km which will create more traffic; Staffs CC ruled out a southern link 
road; Latest traffic survey is not available; access to the site would be difficult; 
flooding issues along River Tean and surface water flooding issues; access to 
the site is bounded by a railway line which is leased by Network Rail to 
Moorlands and City Railways Ltd on a 15 year lease from 2011. Reopening of 
the line is possible; consultation is being repeated when a previous attempt 
was thrown out; one consultation meeting was inadequate; open space cannot 
be replaced; lack of public open space; green spaces indicated are playing fields 
with no public access; scale of building is disproportionate to the size of 
Cheadle's infrastructure; sites to the north of Cheadle would bring this balance 
provided additional facilities such as schools, shops, dentists and doctors are 
provided; where are all the people going to come from to fill these new 
houses? lack of public open space and existing spaces need improving; no new 
spaces indicated on the plans; few employment plans, where are all the new 
people going to work? roads are inadequate for the current levels of traffic; 
medical facilities are already overstretched. An improvement in the 
infrastructure of the town would help the general acceptance of these 
proposals. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure, scale and location 
of development. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO7  regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local planning 
authorities identify the objectively assessed need for housing in their 
areas, and that Local Plans translate those needs into land provision 
targets.  The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess the district’s full housing needs, including 
affordable housing, whilst taking into account migration and 
demographic change.  The Local Plan also proposes employment 
sites. 

PO3265 Mrs J.F. 
Eaton 

   CH085d Object S/W area on the map open spaces are not open they are open playing fields. 
Nearly 500 houses in 1 area cannot be right it is total overload. Tean Road is 
already congested without more traffic we moved to Draycott Drive because it 
was nice & quiet it won’t be nice and quiet with all the houses behind it and the 
extra traffic. 

 See response to PO168 regarding open space. 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale of development. 
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PO9014 Mr B 
Moreton 

      CH085D Object Summary of representation (see attached) Would take away almost all of the 
countryside to the SW of Cheadle. Area is devoid of green spaces. Those 
identified on the map are school playing fields and not available to the public. 
Overdevelopment in this area. Already an industrial estate, 2 high schools and a 
sixth form. Smaller areas would be more appropriate. Link road Sites depend 
on the delivery of a Southern Link Road for access. The ‘disused’ railway line to 
the west owned by Network Rail has a 15 year lease to Moorlands and City 
Railway and could reopen. The rail route should be protected. Access to the 
sites is therefore not available from the North and West. From the south access 
would be through Green Belt land from a dangerous bend on the Tean Road 
and add more traffic. Building of a southern link road was refused at the Core 
Strategy examination. The road is not listed in the Staffordshire County Council 
list of schemes and there is a policy of implementing initiatives to reduce traffic 
rather than to provide for growth. New link road would do nothing to relieve 
traffic problems in Cheadle. Sustainability The number of houses proposed 
would double the amount of housing in the SW. The sites are more than 1km 
from the town centre making it unlikely that residents would walk to access 
services and facilities. Not enough dentists. Amenity - Well used footpath 
crosses site and would be lost if developed. Its development would conflict 
with the improving health agenda. Flood Risk – sites border the River Tean and 
will contribute surface water. This will add to flood risk further down stream at 
Tean. Infrastructure – More school places required. Current schools are located 
in the centre of Cheadle and cause a huge problem on the surrounding roads 
with buses, taxis and cars. Potentially another 700 commuter cars will add to 
this problem. A new school would be better located in the north of the town 
which would reduce pressure on the SW and centre. Building in the north and 
east would be closer to the town centre and easier to access services and 
facilities. A number of option sites were closer to the town centre - walking and 
cycling would be real options. Government Policy – the Localism Act states that 
we only need to make housing provision to meet local need. SMDC has a 
declining population and household projections indicate a demand for 2573 
houses not 6000+ that are proposed. This relates to a build rate of 171.5 
dwellings per annum. Landscape – Wardell Armstrong’s assessment of visual 
open space states that there are areas such as this that provide a visual break 
between areas of development and can enhance the setting of public footpaths 
and should be protected from development. The area west of Cheadle is 
identified as an area of landscape enhancement. The wonderful views of 
Huntley Woods are a great asset to the south of Cheadle. 

  See response to PO476 regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to  PO398  regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See reponse to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space and 
footpaths. 

 See response to PO7  regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 
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PO10260 Mrs Jennifer 
C Moreton 

      CH085D Object In this area there is a major flaw in the fact that you are taking away all of the 
available access to countryside. Cheadle was built in a basin apart from the 
North which has a continuation of green fields for miles to Kingsley Holt, 
Whiston etc. On the south west the only countryside left is one small field and 
Huntley Woods were are not accessable to public. Therefore this will be 
COMPLETE OVER KILL OF THE SOUTH WEST OF CHEADLE. You will diminish the 
availabiliy to walk this countryside by all the residents who use it on a very 
regular basis. In your plan you are joining Cheadle with Teanford and this is not 
fair or acceptable to the South West residents. You also will need to break 
through the area of the old railway line . This area close to the Huntley woods 
has great potential as a place of pleasure something we are very short of in 
Cheadle and indeed should be preserved not decimated the whole of this area 
greatly adds to the quality of life to us in the South West. The road you have on 
your plan shows it goes nowhere! in 1998 The SMDC fought ardently with 
Danbank saying the road was not viable and the expense was far too great. This 
road would not help the traffic because most of the traffic travelling through 
goes to the Potteries.It was suggested at that enquiry the builders would never 
finish this road because the costs were too great. Staffs County Council then 
said there were no financies availableat that time and the case remains the 
same to-day.In the South West we already take the brunt for 2 High Schools, 1 
Sixth Form and 1 Primary school,also most of Cheadle's Industry, Why are you 
persisting in creating more congestion in an area already experienceing 
problems ? a SOUTH WEST LINK ROAD WILL NOT WORK AS IT WAS IN 1998 IT IS 
A ROAD TO KNOWHERE. The adjacent houses to the areas I refer are approx 
500 Houses, (Dandillions estate and Wedgewood estate). Your plans are to 
ajoin another 500 making a 1,000 mass of residential properties. This is not 
good planning. These houses should be divided into smaller groups and 
distributed more evenly around the town. Why is there no building suggested 
for the North i.e. Leek Road A522 areas. JCB is in Leek Road and we have to 
cope with the traffic and employees coming from the South of Cheadle. 
Whereas I am not suggesting 500 be built there I do consider that part of the 
area on the East Side of Leek Road would be viable. This would also help with 
the proposed School in the North East. The School Buses we have to contend 
with amount to approx 30/40 buses, taxi's mini buses per day morning and 
night as well as numerouse parental transport. This South West is a further 
walking distance to our town centre than Leek Road. Does the Government not 
suggest houses should be built as close as possible to the centre of a Town ? 

 See response to PO398  regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding pedestrian links. 

 See response to PO476 regarding development in north Cheadle. 

 See response to PO476 regarding link road and traffic. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding scale and location of new 
development. 

 
CH128 

PO1366 Ms 
Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

    CH128 Object Map 4.7 - Cheadle - CH85c; CH85d; and, CH128 - preferred housing allocations - 
It is not clear how the impact of the site allocations, individually and 
cumulatively, has been assessed in respect of the Grade II listed building 
Mobberley House.  Further information is required. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact Study 
(August 2016) includes  a Heritage Assessment for this site which 
advises that there are two Grade II Listed Buildings within 400m 
which are well screened by vegetation.  Due to the topography and 
existing vegetation, development woul dbe unlikely to cause high 
adverse effects to the settings of the assets.  Mitigation could 
include screening of the eastern and southern edges to reduce 
effects.  Development in the site would change a small element of 
the HLC zone CHECZ 8, although for the most part, it would remain 
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unaltered (Historic Environment Character Assessment 2010) and 
the Site is considered suitable for development in heritage terms 
subject to appropriate masterplanning. 

PO1176 Mr P Beesley       CH128 Object This land is flood plain + it is always very well. It has been proved in the past 
that it is unsuitable for building. Proposed relief road goes nowhere would be 
better going to link with + if this was built then it might become viable 

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA)  for the District, the results of which have been used to 
inform the site selection process. The site is within Flood Zone 1 – 
Low probability.  Any application would be accompanied by an FRA 
which would consider surface water run-off. Mitigation would be 
required to ensure that neighbouring areas are not affected.  

 See response to PO476 regarding the proposed link road and access.  

PO7560 Mrs M 
Campbell 

      CH128 Object Since 2009 I have been sending comments and response forms.  My previous 
comments and letters still apply.  I see a link road has been put back on the 
map which will do little to help congestion in the town, probably cause more 
problems in Tean.  If we are to have more housing, roads need to be provided 
first i.e. a ring road further out to channel traffic especially heavy goods 
vehciles away from the narrow roads within Cheadle.  (At present we need 
many potholes repaired). Also we need more medical facilities before more 
people live here. I enclose copies of my previous letters and my husband's in 
case you have not kept them. 

 See response to PO476 regarding the proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
 

PO7448 Mr And Mrs 
A B Lewis 

      CH128 Object We wish to comment on the draft plans for Cheadle,in particular the plans for 
housing allocation in the area around Mobberley and the proposed path of a 
link road from the main Cheadle /Tean Rd. First there is a proposal to build a 
substantial number of houses in this area bordering on green belt. This is the 
third time that this part of our town has been subjected to attempts to build. 
My main objections are in regard to the infrastructure of this area. I am a 
regular user of the main road between Cheadle and Tean as a runner, on the 
pavement, and as a motorist. I have previously made complaints to the holder 
of the highways portfolio on the County Council on the state of this major road 
out of the town and the accompanying pavement. This road and pavement are 
a danger to all who have the misfortune to have to use them on a regular basis. 
The road between the bridge over Cecily brook and Tenford is in an appalling 
state for a carriageway which is classified as an A road. Large vehicles from JCB 
and other industrial sites in and around Cheadle are constantly trundling up 
and down this road in both directions breaking up the surface and leaving 
potholes. When resurfacing work was done a few years back on this road, the 
work stopped at the bridge for some reason so that the situation has continued 
to deteriorate. On many occasions I have seen two vehicles travelling in 
opposite directions barely able to pass  each other thereby causing one of them 
to stop and mount the pavement in order to allow the other to pass. As far as 
the pavement is concerned the surface is broken all along the stretch between 
Eaves Lane and Tenford necessitating careful placement of feet even when 
walking, let alone running. In addition there is all manner of vegetation growing 
out of the hedgerow reducing the pavement width to less than two feet in 
places. When I last reported these problems last year a half hearted attempt at 
improving the pavement was made by cutting back the growth, but of course 
we are now in the growing season and the situation is as bad if not worse than 
ever. No work has been carried out on the pavement surface so that it 
continues to deteriorate. I did suggest that Mr Deaville might like to take a 
stroll with me along this road so that I could point out the problems as he is 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 
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obviously unaware of them but there was no response. My point in making the 
above statement is twofold. If several hundred homes are planned for this part 
of Cheadle the infrastructure will deteriorate even more with the addition of 
many more vehicles using the road. Secondly the link road proposal to me 
seems pointless. In what way is this going to improve the situation. Were it 
built, the traffic, including the heavy vehicles, would need to access it via the 
poor road talked about above. Finally you do not show where this road is 
supposed to go to. It appears to finish in the  middle of the proposed housing. 
In summary then, it appears as if you are proposing a large estate serviced by a 
major road which has narrow single carriageways and is little more than an old 
turnpike road with a tarmacked surface. Together with this  the heavy vehicles 
currently using this road would be diverted onto a new link road apparently 
going nowhere according to the plan. The whole idea as far as we can see 
beggars belief unless we are missing something patently obvious to everyone 
else. If so we would be grateful if you could enlighten us. 

PO8988 Mrs L J Hurst       CH128 Object This area of land has suddenly appeared on the map.  It hasn't shown on 
previous ones! But it's suddenly become available for one purpose and that is 
as an access for areas CH085a, CH085b, CH085c and CH085d. How very 
convenient! But what a dangerous location for such a junction.  Please leave 
well alone. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 

PO10267 Mrs E 
Baskeyfield 

   Ch128 Object Areas CH085a-d & CH128 are too far from the main infrastructure of the town. 
They are not near to any publi open spaces as the majority of those on the plan 
are private field owned by schools and are not for public use. The new housing 
proposal for the south would increase congestion on the roads especially as the 
new school is planned for the north of the town. This will causing increased 
traffic jams on the roads through the town at peak times. 

The building of houses in this area will increase the water table significantly as 
the fields are already heavily waterlogged after rain which will have a negative 
impact on those further down the valley in Tean who have already had areas 
under water this year due to flooding. Building in this area will on exaserbate 
this problem. 

 The Council has considered a number of sites within and on the edge 
of Cheadle.  There is not enough brownfield land or sites to meet the 
District’s proposed housing requirement within the built up area of 
the town.  This site is located on the edge of the settlement within 
the Green Belt. The Green Belt Review Study (Nov 2015) considers 
the overall impact on the Green Belt to be limited and site CH128  
could be considered for release under exceptional circumstances 
with an amendment to the Green Belt.  It is acknowledged that 
together the cumulative amount of housing in this area would be 
significant, however, there are infrastructure benefits arising from 
allocating a larger area for residential development, such as highway 
improvements, affordable housing and community facilties such as 
public open space.  Distance from the town centre needs to 
balanced with other considerations such as landscape impact, 
viability and deliverability.   

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO1176 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding new school .  

 See response to PO168 regarding public open space. 
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PO8994 Mr A 
Brandrick 

      CH128 Object Summary of representation (see attached document) Infrastructure Concerns 
Any further development would only exacerbate the exsting traffic congestion 
along the A522 route. A traffic survey taken during quiet periods does not 
reflect the standstill common during rush hour, the effect on emergency 
services and the general disruption. Stationary traffic enhances pollution and 
numerous children walking home are exposed to increased pollution. An 
increase in housing in the SW would add to congested parking in the town 
centre. The proposed relief road would add to High Street congestion, increase 
danger to pedestrians, cause a bottleneck where it meets the A521 and 
through traffic would have to travel along High Street to leave the town. Impact 
on the need for new school places. curent schools are centrally located adding 
to further congestion. Surely logic would dictate the need for a new school in a 
different area where new housing could support this. Buidling in the N and E 
would relieve the S and centre. Access How will the southern link road cross 
the dismantled railway? The line owned by Network Rail is leased by Moorlands 
and City Railway for 15 years. This would not be possible in the immediate and 
medium term. Flood Risk The recent springs saw unprecedented high levels of 
floodwater in the proposed southwest development areas. Given the inevitable 
addtional surface water run-off and the new planned developments in Upper 
Tean, there would be an increased risk of flooding for Upper Tean. Does not 
the recent government focus on floodplains have an influence upon any 
consideration to build upon the floodplain margin? Wildlife Abundance of 
unusual wildlife, voles, kingfishers, owls, bats, house martins, redstarts and 
buzzards. These would be disturbed and disrupted by proposed developments. 
Green Areas Where will children play/roam? Where would the public open 
spaces be? The small green space would be squeezed close to the river. School 
playing fields are shown as 'public open space' these are not public spaces. 
Housing Will there be an appropriate percentage of affordable homes for first-
time buyers or will it be a series of developments housing middle and high 
income families, blighting the landscape with three-storey properties? 

 See response to PO476 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road.  

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 

 See response to PO1176regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space. 

 See response to PO8990 regarding affordable housing and design 
issues. 

 The site was subject to a Phase 1 ecological survey in 2014 and a 

later 2016 ecology study considered the scope for ‘local wildlife site’ 

i.e. SBI status.  The Phase 1 survey concludes that the site has low 

potential to support protected species as the habitat is poor and the 

LWS survey considers that most of the site habitats are common and 

not considered eligible for SBI status.  Recommended that 

vegetation is removed at an appropriate time of year.   
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PO7511 Mr Philip 
Walton 

      CH128 Object Summary of representation - please see full response (attached). Object to the 
development of this site for the following reasons: not enough capacity in local 
schools & additional school traffic created; doctors, dentists and shops are all 
over 1km which will create more traffic; Staffs CC ruled out a southern link 
road; Latest traffic survey is not available; access to the site would be difficult; 
flooding issues along River Tean and surface water flooding issues; access to 
the site is bounded by a railway line which is leased by Network Rail to 
Moorlands and City Railways Ltd on a 15 year lease from 2011. Reopening of 
the line is possible; consultation is being repeated when a previous attempt 
was thrown out; one consultation meeting was inadequate; open space cannot 
be replaced; lack of public open space; green spaces indicated are playing fields 
with no public access; scale of building is disproportionate to the size of 
Cheadle's infrastructure; sites to the north of Cheadle would bring this balance 
provided additional facilities such as schools, shops, dentists and doctors are 
provided; where are all the people going to come from to fill these new 
houses? lack of public open space and existing spaces need improving; no new 
spaces indicated on the plans; few employment plans, where are all the new 
people going to work? roads are inadequate for the current levels of traffic; 
medical facilities are already overstretched. An improvement in the 
infrastructure of the town would help the general acceptance of these 
proposals. 

 See response to PO10267  regarding infrastructure, scale and 
location of development. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road and traffic 
issues. 

 See response to  PO1176 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local planning 
authorities identify the objectively assessed need for housing in their 
areas, and that Local Plans translate those needs into land provision 
targets.  The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess the district’s full housing needs, including 
affordable housing, whilst taking into account migration and 
demographic change.  The Local Plan also proposes employment 
sites. 
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PO9016 Mr B 
Moreton 

      CH128 Object Summary of representation (see attached) Would take away almost all of the 
countryside to the SW of Cheadle. Area is devoid of green spaces. Those 
identified on the map are school playing fields and not available to the public. 
Overdevelopment in this area. Already an industrial estate, 2 high schools and a 
sixth form. Smaller areas would be more appropriate. Link road Sites depend 
on the delivery of a Southern Link Road for access. The ‘disused’ railway line to 
the west owned by Network Rail has a 15 year lease to Moorlands and City 
Railway and could reopen. The rail route should be protected. Access to the 
sites is therefore not available from the North and West. From the south access 
would be through Green Belt land from a dangerous bend on the Tean Road 
and add more traffic. Building of a southern link road was refused at the Core 
Strategy examination. The road is not listed in the Staffordshire County Council 
list of schemes and there is a policy of implementing initiatives to reduce traffic 
rather than to provide for growth. New link road would do nothing to relieve 
traffic problems in Cheadle. Sustainability The number of houses proposed 
would double the amount of housing in the SW. The sites are more than 1km 
from the town centre making it unlikely that residents would walk to access 
services and facilities. Not enough dentists. Amenity - Well used footpath 
crosses site and would be lost if developed. Its development would conflict 
with the improving health agenda. Flood Risk – sites border the River Tean and 
will contribute surface water. This will add to flood risk further down stream at 
Tean. Infrastructure – More school places required. Current schools are located 
in the centre of Cheadle and cause a huge problem on the surrounding roads 
with buses, taxis and cars. Potentially another 700 commuter cars will add to 
this problem. A new school would be better located in the north of the town 
which would reduce pressure on the SW and centre. Building in the north and 
east would be closer to the town centre and easier to access services and 
facilities. A number of option sites were closer to the town centre - walking and 
cycling would be real options. Government Policy – the Localism Act states that 
we only need to make housing provision to meet local need. SMDC has a 
declining population and household projections indicate a demand for 2573 
houses not 6000+ that are proposed. This relates to a build rate of 171.5 
dwellings per annum. Landscape – Wardell Armstrong’s assessment of visual 
open space states that there are areas such as this that provide a visual break 
between areas of development and can enhance the setting of public footpaths 
and should be protected from development. The area west of Cheadle is 
identified as an area of landscape enhancement. The wonderful views of 
Huntley Woods are a great asset to the south of Cheadle. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact 
Study(August 2016) includes a Landscape Assessment for this site. It 
advises that the site comprises generally flat fields enclosed by 
residential development to the east and north.  The site is open to 
the west however long distance views are screened by the railway 
embankment located further to the west of the site. Site fits in well 
with the existing settlement pattern as it does not extend beyond 
the existing western settlement edge formed by Draycott Drive and 
Carleton Drive. Planting could be undertaken  on the western 
boundary in order to create a vegetated edge to the settlement. 
(low landscape sensitivity). 

 See response to PO10267  regarding scale of development and 
infrastructure. 

 See response to PO476 regarding proposed link road. 

 See reponse to PO168 and PO476 regarding public open space and 
footpaths. 

 See response to PO1176 regarding flood risk issues. 

 See response to PO168 regarding proposed new school. 
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PO10259 Mrs Jennifer 
C Moreton 

      CH128 Object In this area there is a major flaw in the fact that you are taking away all of the 
available access to countryside. Cheadle was built in a basin apart from the 
North which has a continuation of green fields for miles to Kingsley Holt, 
Whiston etc. On the south west the only countryside left is one small field and 
Huntley Woods were are not accessable to public. Therefore this will be 
COMPLETE OVER KILL OF THE SOUTH WEST OF CHEADLE. You will diminish the 
availabiliy to walk this countryside by all the residents who use it on a very 
regular basis. In your plan you are joining Cheadle with Teanford and this is not 
fair or acceptable to the South West residents. You also will need to break 
through the area of the old railway line . This area close to the Huntley woods 
has great potential as a place of pleasure something we are very short of in 
Cheadle and indeed should be preserved not decimated the whole of this area 
greatly adds to the quality of life to us in the South West. The road you have on 
your plan shows it goes nowhere! in 1998 The SMDC fought ardently with 
Danbank saying the road was not viable and the expense was far too great. This 
road would not help the traffic because most of the traffic travelling through 
goes to the Potteries.It was suggested at that enquiry the builders would never 
finish this road because the costs were too great. Staffs County Council then 
said there were no financies availableat that time and the case remains the 
same to-day.In the South West we already take the brunt for 2 High Schools, 1 
Sixth Form and 1 Primary school,also most of Cheadle's Industry, Why are you 
persisting in creating more congestion in an area already experienceing 
problems ? a SOUTH WEST LINK ROAD WILL NOT WORK AS IT WAS IN 1998 IT IS 
A ROAD TO KNOWHERE. The adjacent houses to the areas I refer are approx 
500 Houses, (Dandillions estate and Wedgewood estate). Your plans are to 
ajoin another 500 making a 1,000 mass of residential properties. This is not 
good planning. These houses should be divided into smaller groups and 
distributed more evenly around the town. Why is there no building suggested 
for the North i.e. Leek Road A522 areas. JCB is in Leek Road and we have to 
cope with the traffic and employees coming from the South of Cheadle. 
Whereas I am not suggesting 500 be built there I do consider that part of the 
area on the East Side of Leek Road would be viable. This would also help with 
the proposed School in the North East. The School Buses we have to contend 
with amount to approx 30/40 buses, taxi's mini buses per day morning and 
night as well as numerouse parental transport. This South West is a further 
walking distance to our town centre than Leek Road. Does the Government not 
suggest houses should be built as close as possible to the centre of a Town ? 

 See response to PO9016 regarding landscape issues. 

 See response to PO476 regarding pedestrian links. 

 See response to PO476 regarding development in north Cheadle. 

 See response to PO476 regarding link road and traffic. 

 See response to PO476 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO10267  regarding scale and location of new 
development. 
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CH002A 

PO2597 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    CH002A General 
comment 

Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation in Cheadle. We 
note that it is located close to and/or adjoining existing areas of open space and 
green infrastructure. Suitable enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be 
required together with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order 
to allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local plan period. 
Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if progressed) will need to 
include suitable multi-functional green infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial 
objectives SO8 & 9 refer together with policies such as DC1 Design 
Considerations, DC3 landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green 
Infrastructure. 

 The Council has produced a Draft Green Infrastructure Strategy for 
consultation alongside the next draft version of the Local Plan.  The 
strategy identifies green infrastructure corridors around the towns and 
lists particular issues in relation to that corridor which can be addressed 
as part of the relevant site policy and / or at the planning application 
stage.  Similarly, a public open space study is underway covering all 
designated public open spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  One of 
the areas this will advise on is where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the vicinity could contribute towards 
this.  The Council has also designated Local Green Spaces in line with 
criteria set out in the NPPF and the Council will seek to facilitate 
improvements to these areas where required. 

 
CH002B 

PO2598 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    CH002B General 
comment 

Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation in Cheadle. We 
note that it is located close to and/or adjoining existing areas of open space and 
green infrastructure. Suitable enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be 
required together with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order 
to allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local plan period. 
Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if progressed) will need to 
include suitable multi-functional green infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial 
objectives SO8 & 9 refer together with policies such as DC1 Design 
Considerations, DC3 landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green 
Infrastructure. 

 See response to PO2597 regarding green infrastructure. 

 
CH009 

PO2596 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    CH009 General 
comment 

Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation in Cheadle. We 
note that it is located close to and/or adjoining existing areas of open space and 
green infrastructure. Suitable enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be 
required together with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order 
to allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local plan period. 
Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if progressed) will need to 
include suitable multi-functional green infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial 
objectives SO8 & 9 refer together with policies such as DC1 Design 
Considerations, DC3 landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green 
Infrastructure. 

 See response to PO2597 regarding green infrastructure. 

 
CH015 

PO1363 Ms 
Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

    CH015 Object Map 4.7 - Cheadle - CH015 - preferred housing allocation - It is not clear how the 
impact of the site allocation has been assessed in respect of the Conservation 
Area and nearby listed buildings, including setting.  Further information is 
required. 

 The site consists of previously developed land including a depot, and is 

adjacent to the Conservation Area and opposite two Grade II Listed 

Buildings. 

 The Council’s Landscape, Green Space and Heritage Impact Study(August 
2016) includes  a Heritage Assessment for this site which advises that the 
present site does not contribute to the setting of the heritage assets and 
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appropriate development could enhance the frontage with sensitive 
design. It stated that development in this area would be highly unlikely to 
adversely affect HUCA 5 (Cheadle Extensive Urban Survey report 2012) 
and the Site is suitable for development in heritage terms with 
appropriate masterplanning. 

PO2798 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

    CH015 General 
comment 

CH015: This site is located within Source Protection Zone 2, and partially within 
Source Protection Zone 1. In line with the position statements in our 
‘Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice’ document (available from our 
website at www.gov.uk/environment-agency), there would be restrictions on the 
activities that can take place within Source Protection Zone 1. For example we 
would object to any storage of hazardous substances and would only permit the 
discharge to ground of clean roof water in Source Protection Zone 1. This site 
also appears to be Brownfield. 

 The site consists of previously developed land including a depot. 

 Note comments regarding the site being located within Source Protection  
Zones  1 & 2. 

PO6883 Unknown Stoddards 
Ltd 

Mr G 
Willard 

  CH015   These comments relate mainly to site CH015. The site is presently occupied by a 
commercial garage with linked dwelling to the rear of it. The site is within a 
single family ownership and its is free of a legal impediment that might hinder its 
delivery. Land and property prices in Cheadle are constrained and will be likely to 
remain so for the foreseeable future. This means that the ‘value’ of this site for 
residential purposes can only be realised as and when the site owner wishes to 
or is able to relocate or to close their business. There is at present no clear date 
in mind as to when this might be but it is highly likely that the site owner will 
review the business case following allocation of this site for housing purposes. It 
is highly likely too that the costs of clearing this site and preparing it for 
residential development will be factor highly in their deliberations and this will 
have serious implication for site and development viability. The Council will 
greatly assist the delivery of this site if any allocation implicitly accepts that the 
site will be unlikely to be able to contribute to affordable housing or other 
community works due to the high costs of site clearance and preparation and 
that any application which is supported by a robust viability appraisal which 
evidences this will be supported in principle. Without such a helpful statement 
enshrined within the site allocations plan and/or linked policies it may be the 
case that the development and delivery of the site for housing does not advance 
beyond the policy provision. 

 Developer  support for the site is noted. 

 The Council is undertaking Local Plan viaiblity work which will consider 
the viability of preferred option sites.  

 

 
CH024 

PO2599 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    CH024 General 
comment 

Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation in Cheadle. We 
note that it is located close to and/or adjoining existing areas of open space and 
green infrastructure. Suitable enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be 
required together with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order 
to allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local plan period. 
Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if progressed) will need to 
include suitable multi-functional green infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial 
objectives SO8 & 9 refer together with policies such as DC1 Design 
Considerations, DC3 landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green 
Infrastructure. 

 See response to PO2597 regarding green infrastructure. 
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PO2856 James Chadwick Spatial 
Planning 
Policy 
Officer 
Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

    Support In Cheadle we acknowledge the allocation of a site for a new Primary School. 
The proposed location will provide for a good spread of provision across the 
town. 

 Support noted. 

PO6917  Mosaic 
Estates 

Mr Cameron 
Austin-Fell 

RPS Planning 
& 
Development 

Support The Council has proposed site CH132 as a preferred allocation for Cheadle for 
80 dwellings. This forms part of a wider urban extension (along with CH001) 
for the north of Cheadle for around 320 dwellings. Mosaic considers that this 
represents a logical and deliverable solution to meet a significant proportion 
of the town’s needs, which is welcomed as part of the PSA. As illustrated on 
the plan supporting the allocation, the Council has indicated that the site 
could provide a location for a new primary school in addition to residential 
uses. This position has been confirmed with Staffordshire County Council and 
it is considered that as part of the wider masterplan for the site, land can be 
safeguarded for the Council to bring forward a new primary school in line 
with evidence of need. The figure of 80 dwellings on the site was proposed by 
Mosaic as part of discussions with the Council however, reflecting the 
comments above, Mosaic consider it appropriate for the Council to present 
this figure as a minimum, if it is decided that the site could deliver additional 
dwellings, or the County Council take the decision that a new school site 
would be better located elsewhere. Mosaic welcomes the Council’s inclusion 
of site CH132 as part of a wider allocation to the north of Cheadle. The 
information submitted as part of the 2014 Delivery Document to the Council 
includes evidence and a strategy of how the site can be delivered which 
addresses the concerns raised as part of the earlier consultation and is 
capable of assisting the County Council in finding land for a new primary 
school. 

Support for safeguarding land for a new primary school as 
part of a wider masterplan for the site  is noted.   

PO170 Mrs E Baskeyfield       Support I support the building of a new school further out of the main town centre 
however it will not reduce congestion if the proposed housing provision is in 
the south.  This will mean that new comers will have to travel across town to 
get to the school.  It would make more sense to have the housing provision in 
the north will good links off the main road so that people can access JCB or 
Stoke-on-Trent. 

 The proposed new school is planned to serve the north 
of Cheadle and could therefore reduce school traffic 
currently accessing schools in the SW of the town.  The 
Highways Authority has not raised any objections to the 
provision of a new primary school in this location.  

 New housing development is also proposed in the north 
of the town. There are existing schools located in the SW 
of Cheadle to meet the needs of residents located in the 
south of the town. 

  

PO1007 Mrs Laura Cartlidge       Object The development would add to the pressure on schools in the area which are 
already close to capacity. We note the views of the County Council that an 
additional primary school will be required in Cheadle, but find it slightly 
perverse that this should be planned for the northernmost part of the town 
at the furthest point from the largest 'preferred' development. The 'school 
run' will add to the traffic impact on Tean Road and the town centre. 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 
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PO1378 Mr Price       Object I believe a better location for the school would be in the south west of Ch085 
near the proposed new link road. This would be more accessible to the 
majority of the population. It would also be exacerbating the Froghall 
Road/Leek Road. Bottle neck junction which is likely to get worse with the 
additional housing proposals in the Froghall Road area, development at JCB 
complex in Leek Road and also developments likely to take place at the 
former bottoms copper works in Froghall at the former Copper bottom works 
all of which will add traffic to this road 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO2848 mr michael tunnicliffe       Object If we are to have more houses, I feel that the most appropriate location 
would be land from Brook houses to Mobberley including a relief road which 
would have little impact on the Town Centre, impact may ease the problems 
there. 

Comments noted. 

PO822 Mr Alan Donaldson       Object Yes we object to the location of a new school simoly due to the additional 
travel congestion this will cause on roads that cannot deal with the level of 
traffic that it currently has. 

See response to PO170 regarding traffic and access. 

PO2807 A Brattley       Object I don’t believe there should be any more in any large numbers in Cheadle 
area there are housing estates on most of the roads in and out of Cheadle 
more than enough considering the employment situation in the town. So 
build a school the other side of town from other schools is only going to 
result in more traffic around Cheadle which as more than enough traffic 
already. 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO1508 
PO1502 
PO1516 
PO1531 

Mrs J L Taylor 
Mr J P Taylor 
Mr P Taylor 
Mr T A Taylor 
 

      Object CH001/CH132 There are more suitable locations for a school site. The reality 
is that few pupils actually walk to school these days, they are dropped off by 
parents using their cars whilst commuting to work. Some are just driven to 
the school and then the parents drive back home afterwards. The congestion 
around the existing schools in Cheadle is considerable and a different site 
should be chosen that would minimize the impact upon residents, the 
current nominated site would cause maximum adverse impact upon 
residents and road structure. 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO2548 Mrs Karen Green       Support A different area of Cheadle could be this area if allocated for a new primary 
school could serve Cheadle by making the distance shorter taking pressure of 
existing infrastructure as at present the primary schools are centralised. The 
class sizes could be affected and if numbers of children per class are reduced 
then surely this would be better for the town as a whole. Better for some 
families, than the current positions of primary schools 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Support noted.  
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PO2733 
PO2745 
PO2741 
PO2762 
PO2679 
PO3012 
PO2675 
PO3017 
PO2658 
PO2892 
PO2874 
PO2758 
PO2666 
PO2720 
PO2654 
PO2973 
PO3008 
PO3003 
PO2693 
PO2712 
PO2641 
PO2606 
PO2610 
PO2937 
 

Mr R Snow 
Mrs V Weston 
Mr J Weston 
Mrs J Weston 
Mr A Hide 
Mrs J Foster 
Mrs D Hide 
Cllr H Lingard 
Mr R Owen-Jones 
Mr Alan Moss 
Mrs Margaret Moss 
Mr Andrew Weston 
Mr Christopher Alcock 
Mr Albert Allen 
Mrs Lara Austin 
Mr Jason Baggley 
Mr Desmond Barnes 
Mrs Sylvia Barnes 
Mr Eric Cartlidge 
Mr Karen Cartlidge 
Mrs Carole Edwards 
Mr Michael Feather 
Mr Angeal Feather 
Mr Barry Fraser 
 

      Object Logic suggests that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable. 

 Site CH024 was previously earmarked for a school in the 
1998 Local Plan.  Site CH009 was not included within this 
area. Access to the site was subsequently acquired to 
serve the adjacent factory and the remaining part of 
CH024  became landlocked.   

 Staffordshire County Council support the preferred 
location for the new school and consider it provides for 
a good spread of provision around the town. In terms of 
spatial distribution the location of the previous site and 
the preferred site are close together.  No housing 
allocations are proposed on the east of Cheadle and 
therefore it is not the most sustainable location for a 
new school.  

 Staffordshire County Council estimate that 1.2 ha is 
require to deliver a 1 Form Entry school.  Site CH024 is 
surrounded by existing development and would be 
unlikely to accommodate any further expansion.  

 The previous site has a limited frontage and offers less 
opportunity to arrange the school access and how the 
building fits within the street scene.  It also is 
surrounded by residential streets and may lead to 
residential amenity issues during the school run.  The 
preferred site can be accommodated into the estate in 
such a way to design out such issues. 

 The previous site has good access on foot although some 
of the routes from residential areas lead through areas 
that are not overlooked.  The preferred school site can 
have access designed and delivered to the most 
appropriate standard. 

 The delivery  of a new school will need to be funded by 
developer contributions and the cost will include land 
acquistion and building costs.  The inclusion of 
safeguarded land for a school as part of a wider 
masterplan means that the school  is likely to be 
deliverable and appropriately designed.  
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PO2621 
PO2937 
PO2932 
PO2983 
PO2716 
PO2968 
PO2737 
PO2788 
PO2812 
PO2767 
PO2775 
PO2988 
PO2826 
PO2671 
PO2836 
PO2646 
PO2670 
PO2754 
PO2633 
PO2725 
PO2614 
PO2662 
PO2637 
PO2729 
PO2684 
PO2688 
PO2627 
PO2750 
PO3296 
PO3301 
PO3392 
PO3032 
 
PO3250 
PO3425 
PO3433 
PO3416 
PO3321 
PO3313 
PO3377 
PO3384 
PO3328 
PO3393 
PO3424 
PO3361 

Mr Damien Flynn 
Mr Barry Fraser 
Mrs Catherine Fraser 
Mr Ronald Fryer 
Mr Andrew Gibson 
M Glover 
Mrs Karen Green 
Miss Angela Gregory 
Mrs Vera James 
Mrs H Keeling 
Mr Stefan Lilleker 
Mr Ian Menzies Lingard 
Mrs B Massey 
Mr Gareth Owen-Jones 
Mrs Christine Pickin 
Mr And Mrs T & J Prince 
Miss Lynne Sanders 
Mr Oliver Weston 
Mrs Rosemarie Green 
Mr John Elks 
Mrs Ena Wetwood 
Mr A Emery 
Mr Clive Green 
Mrs Mavis Elks 
Mr Philip Simcock 
Ms Marie Kennaway 
Mrs J Whitefield 
Mr D Weston 
Mrs J Birks 
Mr M Birks 
Helen Abbey 
Mr & Mrs L & D Stevenson 
K W Alcock 
Mr Craig Beardmore 
Mrs Christine Broad 
Mr Basil Brunt 
Mr Peter Brunt 
Mrs Hazel Brunt 
Mr Stanley Byatt 
Mrs Vera Byatt 
Mrs Jill Callear 
Miss L Chadwick 
Mrs Maureen Clewes 
Mr Harvey Cope 
 

    Logic suggests  that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school.  
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PO3435 
PO3255 
PO3047 
PO3042 
PO2942 
PO2771 
PO3098 
PO2866 
PO3022 
PO2978 
PO2797 
PO3260 
PO2957 
PO2904 
PO2962 
PO3027 
PO2993 
PO2998 
PO2952 
PO2842 
PO3037 
PO3103 
PO3140 
 
PO3052 
PO3244 
PO3135 
PO3145 
PO3234 
PO3150 
PO3088 
PO3130 
PO3165 
PO3125 
PO3160 
PO3155 
PO3170 
PO3239 
PO3211 
PO3083 
PO3206 

Mr George Davall 
Mr Roger Davis 
Mrs Eva Moult 
Mr K G  Moult 
D Pittman 
Mrs K Rogers 
Mrs J Seddon 
Mrs Dorothy Tunnicliffe 
Mr D Waring 
Mrs Susan Wiseman 
Mrs Florence Worsley 
Mr A.R. Eaton 
Mrs Patricia Griffiths 
Mr Raymond James 
Mr John Shipley 
Mrs Angela Jones 
Mr Michael Sposito 
Elvira Sposito 
Mr Ronald Griffiths 
Mrs Hazel Simcock 
Mrs Susan Clare 
Mr D Gould 
Mr And Mrs J Greenwood 
Mr A Shenton 
Mr C Smith 
Mr N Watson 
Mrs J Davies 
Mrs M Snow 
Mrs J Titterton 
Mrs B Barks 
Mr A Ainsworth 
Mr D Ainsworth 
Mr G Clewlow 
Mr D Dunn 
Mrs P Dunn 
Mr D Ratcliffe 
Mr R Lees 
Mr R Ball 
Mr A Hewitt 
Mr J Hewitt 
 

      Object Logic suggests that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school. 
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PO3201 
PO3196 
PO3191 
PO3186 
PO3078 
PO3073 
PO3068 
PO3181 
PO3063 
PO3175 
PO3058 
PO3228 
PO3108 
PO3114 
PO3119 
PO3223 
PO3546 
PO3535 
PO3581 
PO3664 
PO3605 
PO3574 
PO3588 
PO3458 
PO3451 
PO3629 
PO3628 
PO3466 
PO3459 
PO3604 
PO3442 
PO3504 
PO3503 
PO3575 
PO3589 
PO3521 
PO3491 
PO3353 
PO3512 
PO3636 
 
 

Miss K Pickford-Avery 
Mrs P Routledge 
Mrs A Rogers 
Miss S Ford 
Ms J Croft 
Mr W Wordsworth 
Mr J Lawler 
Mrs P Wordsworth 
Mr C Foster 
Mr P Hollywood 
Mrs A Hollywood 
Mr N Hewitt 
Mr I Millward 
Miss P Millward 
Mr B Clare 
Mr P Heath 
Mrs Michelle Plant 
Mr Lee Plant 
Ms Gina Boston 
K W Alcock 
Mrs Patricia Allum 
Mr Lee Austin  
Mr Matthew Boston 
Mrs Susan Brindley 
Mrs Sally Broadley 
Mr Neville Brooks 
Mrs Pauline Brooks 
Mrs Joyce Campbell 
Mr Duncan Campbell 
Mr K Davall 
Mrs Isabel Davall 
Mr Robert Dennis 
Mrs Sylvia Dennis 
Mrs Karen Drummond 
Mr Alistair Drummond 
Mr J Edwards 
Mr Malcolm Elvidge 
Mr David Fernihough 
Mrs Anne Fox 
Mrs Heather Frame 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      Object Logic suggests that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school. 
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ID Consultee Name Company / 
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Support / Object 
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PO3368 
PO3483 
PO3344 
PO3376 
PO3450 
PO3443 
PO3320 
PO3475 
PO3612 
PO3559 
PO3409 
PO3620 
PO3672 
PO3550 
PO3401 
PO3613 
PO3527 
PO3567 
PO3566 
PO3337 
PO3596 
PO3650 
PO3492 
PO3266 
PO3400 
PO3408 
PO3294 
PO3511 
PO3345 
PO3474 
PO3467 
PO3519 
PO3360 
PO3369 
PO3305 
PO3336 
PO3329 
PO3520 
PO3551 
PO3558 
PO3385 
PO3352 
PO3271 
PO3277 
PO3282 
PO3287 
PO3417 

Mr Tommy Frost 
Mr Frank Harding 
Mr Colin Hayes 
Mrs F R Hayward 
Mrs Pamela Johnson 
Mr Roger Johnson 
Mrs Mary Jones 
Mr & Mrs D Keates 
Mrs H Keeling 
Mr K Mannion 
Mrs Brenda Mills 
Mr Darren Potts 
Mrs Giovanna Potts 
Mr & Mrs J & C Smith 
Mr David Tavernor 
Mr David Thomas 
Maria Turley 
Mrs Jennifer Vasselin 
Miss Rachel Vasselin 
Mr S Waring 
Mr Kenneth Weston 
Mr Kenneth Whitefield 
Mr David Woodward 
Mrs J.F. Eaton 
Mr Saul Cutler 
Mrs Sara Tavernor 
Mr David Renshaw 
Millicent Stevenson 
Mr Christopher Jones 
Mr D Hancock 
Mrs J M Hancock 
Master James Kennaway 
Mr David Kennaway 
Mrs M E Nicholls 
Mr M Burton 
Ms Allison Keates 
Mr Alan Keates  
Mr Henry James Gibson 
Mr John W Bossons 
Mrs R H Bossons 
Mr A Gough 
Mrs J Hewitt 
Mr and Mrs A Brown 
Mr S Hassell 
Mrs C Moseley 
Mrs B Heesman 
Mr A Massey 
 

      Object Logic suggests that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school. 
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PO3637 
PO3852 
PO3663 
PO3679 
PO3680 
PO3687 
PO3700 
PO3701 
PO3708 
PO3709 
PO3717 
PO3721 
PO3722 
PO3730 
PO3731 
PO3738 
PO3739 
PO3746 
PO3747 
PO3754 
PO3755 
PO3762 
PO3763 
PO3770 
PO3771 
PO3778 
PO3779 
PO3786 
PO3787 
PO3794 
PO3795 
PO3802 
PO3803 
PO3811 
PO3812 
PO3819 
PO3820 
PO3827 

Mr David Renshaw 
Mr Philip Silk 
Mr and Mrs V M Elks 
Mr G Hodgkinson 
Mrs K Smith 
Mr I Crawford 
Mr JA Hayes 
Mr M Shirley 
Mr and Mrs M Nadova 
Mr P Cope 
Mrs J Cope 
Mr W Elks 
Mr D Richards 
Mr M Nad 
Ms T Janete 
Miss T Boulton 
Mrs J Saggers 
Mr C Loving 
Mr T Loving 
Mrs J Richardson 
Mrs C Hopkinson 
Mr and Mrs S Abbey 
Mrs P Richards 
Mr B Johnson 
Miss K Beardmore 
Mrs J Richards 
Mr R Broad 
Miss E Clough 
Mr P Clough 
Mr G Barks 
Mr A Wilson 
Mr P Titterton 
Miss K Wilson 
Miss R Oulsnam 
Miss R Allen 
Miss J Seddon 
Mr A Fox 
Miss T Millward 

      Object Logic suggests that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school. 
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PO3828 
PO3835 
PO3836 
PO3843 
PO3844 
PO3851 
PO3649 
PO4776 
PO4790 
PO4802 
PO4817 
PO4820 
PO4795 
PO4782 
PO4807 
PO7470 
PO7465 
PO7459 
 
 

Mr A Millward 
Mr R Turley 
Mrs D Harrison 
Mr A Wright 
Mr D Tomkinson 
Mrs J Tomkinson 
Mr K PicKin 
Mr Alan Copcutt 
Mr Richard Gallagher 
Jean Horsley 
Mrs Gillian Smith 
Ms Mary Walchester 
Mr Keeling 
Mr and Mrs R & J Lovatt 
Mrs R Johnson 
Mr Jack Dempsey 
MsLinda Powell 
Mr C Machin 
 
 

      Object Logic suggests that the school would be better placed in a more central 
location rather than in the area with poor access and situated on an outer 
peninsular of the town, away from the majority of existing homes. The site 
previously earmarked for a school in 1998 Local plan is still undeveloped 
(field CH024 and CH009 combined area size 2.47ha) of Churchill Road. This 
area has been allocated for housing – why has it not been earmarked again 
for the school? Such a location makes sense on many counts, especially if 
walking, cycling is to be encouraged. In planning application SMD/2014/0227 
Staffs County Council stated that a new primary school for Cheadle would 
cost in the region of 4 million. Based on their calculation in order to fund the 
new primary school it would require a developer contributions from over 100 
dwellings, in order to pay for the new school potentially meaning that every 
new development in Cheadle up to 2031 will be required t contribute to the 
new school. Therefore, if the school does not require attaching any particular 
development in order to fund it, its location is of paramount importance. 
Staffs County Council are promoting 10 min walk to school zones. Indicating 
that it is a reasonable for Children to walk 10 minutes  to school, any longer 
than that would most likely to take a car journey. Its seems logical that a site 
more centrally located would be more preferable to a site on the outskirts of 
town, if the Council would like to ensure that walking to school is maximised. 
The school site is not restricted to the North of the town. In a letter dated 
15/09/2015 from Staffs County Council on Staffs Moorlands Council, James 
Chadwick Planning Policy Officer clearly states that it would be logical to 
place the School in the East or the North of the town. If the new primary 
school is to also to serve the East of the town then surely a site more 
accessible to the East would have been more preferable 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school. 

PO7077 MRS PENNY PLANT       Object I object to the location of the proposed school site.  Objection noted 

PO2553 Mr Andrew Weston    Object  The consultation should generate opinion from residents with local 
knowledge.  Site CH132 constantly generates high levels of objections, where 
more sustainable areas are left out of the plan. Please listen to residents and 
remove the proposed school site is a very poor location with limited access 
and  situated on the edge of the town meaning more school journeys by car. 
The site on CH024 is much better or other sites, such as the east could be 
considered. 

 See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new 
school. 

 See response to  PO170 regarding traffic and access. 

PO2902 Mr Raymond James    Object Years ago Staffordshire County Council allocate the site for a school. Now 
owned by JCB as the site for a new school, this first noted, after Churchill 
Road was built 1% is an ideal site, being by the Churchill recreation ground 
and being central to Cheadle, this site is not subject to flooding being above 
the flood level of the Brooks. 

 See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new 
school. 

PO7073 Mr Alex Plant       Object I object to the location of the proposed school site.  Objection noted. 

PO7087 M Ellicock       Object There are more suitable locations for a school site. The reality is that few 
pupils actually walk to school these days, they are dropped off by parents 
using their cars whilst commuting to work. Some are just driven to the school 
and then the parents drive back home afterwards. The congestion around the 
existing schools in Cheadle is considerable and a different site should be 
chosen that would minimize the impact upon residents, the current 
nominated site would cause maximum adverse impact upon residents and 
road structure. 

 See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new 
school. 

 See response to  PO170 regarding traffic and access. 
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Support / Object 
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PO8983 Mrs L J Hurst       Object I objected to this area for development previously, for housing but mainly 
now, I object to the proposal to site a school - a primary school - there. Based 
on its location it's too far out of town and out on a limb and what a distance 
from the secondary schools! AND if it is built there it's going to be a couple of 
fields away from The Woodhouse 'home' which could pose a safety risk 
(amended). Can consideration be given to a new location please? How about 
the green belt land adjacent to MJS transport on Froghall Road? Exceptional 
circumstances and plenty of room for expansion. 

 See response to PO170 regarding the location of the 
new school and traffic. 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt 

boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 

circumstances and the recent Housing White Paper 

reiterates this commitment.  

 

PO9640 Mr B Moreton       Object Summary of representation (see attached) A new school would be better 
located in the north of the town which would reduce pressure on the SW and 
centre. Building in the north and east would be closer to the town centre and 
easier to access services and facilities. A number of option sites were closer 
to the town centre - walking and cycling would be real options. 

See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school. 

PO2811 Mrs Vera James    Object Too close to the Kingsley school I ask the question, why build a school on the 
outskirts of Cheadle, is forward thinking to close the school at Kingsley? My 
husband knows a lot of history about all the sites in the north east area, was 
mined for over 700 years for the wood mining company, the field by JCB 
factory was in Staffs Moorland draft plan for 1998. Orchard Farm, off 
Churchill Road recreation ground. JCB tested this ground last year, bed rock 
4-0” below the surface not affected by flooding, above the level of 
both  brooks – highways already in place why if it was suitable in 1998 its not 
suitable now? Come on officers. It was an ideal site then why not now? 

 See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new 
school.   

 There are former mineral workings on the site. The Coal 
Authority have confirmed that this would not prevent 
development from taking place. Investigative work will 
take place in these areas prior to the commencement of 
any development.  
 

PO3072 Mr W Wordsworth    Object The is no need for more housing in Cheadle the roads won’t take the extra 
traffic we could do with another school somewhere. 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO3077 Ms J Croft    Object I strongly object to any further building of properties in or around Cheadle. I 
also strongly object to the proposal of a school being built off Churchill road, 
the area is busy enough with traffic the area would be like Charles Street. 
Cheadle is classed as a market town and the area is under strain with traffic 
now without further houses being built that would possibly be owned by 2 
car families. I strongly object to any house or school being built on green 
fields 

The preferred location for a new school is not off Churchill 
Road. 

PO102 Mrs Lesley Hackney       General 
comment 

At the moment, the schools are not over subscribed but if housing plans go 
ahead then more school places will be needed however why would you build 
a school in this area when it is not the most populated or not adjacent to the 
most populated areas. You would be expecting people to walk long distances 
to attend a school on this site which would not be practical.  

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO3195 Mrs P Routledge    Object School badly needed off Churchill road are road improvement needed 1 st. See response to PO2733 regarding the proposed new school.   
 

PO3276 Mr S Hassell    Object Against the school to be built on Churchill road The preferred location for a new school is not off Churchill 
Road. 

PO3281 Mrs C Moseley    Object Against the school to be built on Churchill road The preferred location for a new school is not off Churchill 
Road. 
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PO807 Ms Alison Conybeare       General 
comment 

Bearing in mind the likelihood for the schools to be at their peak intake 
requirement and a number of schools from the surrounding villages have had 
to close through lack of use (eg Whiston Village School that closed January 
2007), is there really a need for this extra school? 

The need for an additional school has been confirmed by 
Staffordshire County Council.  

PO620 Mr Julian Baskeyfield       General 
comment 

if the school  is in the north and the majority of new housing in the south it 
will increase the amount of cars travelling directly through the town each 
morning and afternoon. This doesn't make sense, it would be more practical 
to put a greater proportion of the housing in the north which is closer to the 
town centre than in the south. 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO623 Mr Julian Baskeyfield       General 
comment 

The area for the school will inly be suitable if the new housing is built next to 
it. It does not make sense to build the school in the north and the housing in 
the south. Cheadle will be grid locked every morning and afternoon. 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO2550 Mrs V Weston       General 
comment 

My opinion is that the school should be in a more  centralised location and 
closer to the high schools to allow better links between the schools 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 

PO394 Mrs Joanne Chadwick       General 
comment 

Why in the north, furthest away from the most residential area of Chedle in 
the south west and east?? 

See response to PO170 regarding the location of the new 
school and traffic. 
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PO808 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General comment Please seek the local residents views. These are the most 
important. 

 Residents views have been sought as part of the consultation. 
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PO809 Ms Alison Conybeare       General comment Please seek the local residents views. These are the most 
important. 

 Residents views have been sought as part of the consultation. 

PO1367 Ms Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage England     General comment Map 4.8 - Cheadle Town Centre - Historic England has no 
objections in principle to the proposed primary and 
secondary frontages at this stage although it is difficult for 
these to be meaningful without any policy context at 
present.  It is expected that such policy context would be 
addressed in the full Local Plan as it progresses and we may 
wish to comment further at that stage. 

Comments noted.  Policies relating to the primary and secondary 
frontages will be published in the next draft version of the Local 
Plan and comments will be invited. 
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PO103 Mrs Lesley 
Hackney 

      General 
comment 

I don't believe that the proposed number of new homes is needed. The evidence does 
not stack up. The road structure cannot support extra traffic and the proposed link 
road is not a link road in its present proposed location. It will merely divert traffic 
from new housing to the main road. This will not alleviate traffic hotspots as traffic 
will still need to go into town for schools, shops etc and also to pass through.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local 
planning authorities identify the objectively assessed need for 
housing in their areas, and that Local Plans translate those 
needs into land provision targets.  Housing targets need to  be 
based on robust and proportional evidence.   

 The Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study (2017) identifies the 
likely impacts of the housing and employment Preferred 
Options sites on the surrounding highway network.  By 2031 
the study predicts queuing and delays in certain locations,  in 
part due to 17 years of potential traffic growth which is 
compounded by the additional trips generated by new housing 
and employment.   There is limited scope to change junction 
characteristics to improve network capacity within the Town 
Centre due to its historically confined road structure. The 
study recommends a package of mitigation measures in order 
to provide additional capacity onto the overall network.  
Mitigation measures include junction and lane improvements, 
new sites having good access to public transport provision, 
measures to encourage walking and cycling to reduce short 
trips, improved HGV signage and new parking bays along High 
Street. 

 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. 

PO810 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General 
comment 

Please seek the local residents views. These are the most important.  Residents views have been sought as part of the consultation. 

PO1307 Ms Melanie 
Lindsley 

Planning 
Liaison 
Manager The 
Coal Authority 

    General 
comment 

(Summary - please see attached file for full version) As you will be aware, the 
Staffordshire Moorlands area contains coal resources which are capable of extraction 
by surface mining operations. These resources cover an area amounting to 
approximately 22.07 of the Council area. The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that 
coal resources are not unnecessarily sterilised by new development. Where this may 
be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking prior extraction of the coal. Prior 
extraction of coal also has the benefit of removing any potential land instability 
problems in the process. The area has been subjected to coal mining which will have 
left a legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature, potential public 
safety and stability problems can be triggered and uncovered by development 
activities. Problems can include collapses of mine entries and shallow coal mine 
workings, emissions of mine gases, incidents of spontaneous combustion, and the 
discharge of water from abandoned coal mines. These surface hazards can be found 

 Sites affected by mining legacy to have a policy criterion  to 
clarify that developers should recognise  mining legacy 
problems and demonstrate how they can be positively 
addressed by new development.  

 Most recent GIS information from the Coal Authority has been 
downloaded and informs the site assessments. 
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in any coal mining area, particularly where coal exists near to the surface, including 
existing residential areas. Within the Plan area there are approximately 1,225 
recorded mine entries and around 205 coal mining related hazards have been 
reported to The Coal Authority. A range of other mining legacy features are present, 
in total The Coal Authority High Risk Development Area covers approximately 6.98% 
of the Council area. Mining legacy is concentrated in and around the Towns of 
Biddulph and Cheadle and many of the villages south-west of the A523. Mine entries 
may be located in built up areas, often under buildings where the owners and 
occupiers have no knowledge of their presence unless they have received a mining 
report during the property transaction. Mine entries can also be present in open 
space and areas of green infrastructure, potentially just under the surface of grassed 
areas. Mine entries and mining legacy matters should be considered by Planning 
Authorities to ensure that site allocations and other policies and programmes will not 
lead to future public safety hazards. No development should take place over mine 
entries even when treated. Although mining legacy occurs as a result of mineral 
workings, it is important that new development recognises the problems and how 
they can be positively addressed. However, it is important to note that land instability 
and mining legacy is not always a complete constraint on new development; rather it 
can be argued that because mining legacy matters have been addressed the new 
development is safe, stable and sustainable. In our previous response on the 14 
September 2015 we stated: “In assessing potential site allocations, it would therefore 
be prudent to include a criterion which assesses coal mining data. In accordance with 
NPPF guidance (paras. 109, 120, 121 and 166), this would be a due diligence check to 
ensure that potential development sites do not contain any mine entries or other coal 
related hazards which would require remediation or stabilisation prior to 
development. This assessment should be undertaken by the LPA using the GIS data 
provided by the Coal Authority. The Coal Authority notes that the Development Risk 
product and Surface Coal Resource product were downloaded by the LPA on the 8 
June 2015. The LPA should use the most up to date information available to inform its 
assessments.” I note and welcome the fact that the site assessment documents 
covering the site options does identify ground instability arising from mining legacy 
and as such The Coal Authority supports the broad approach taken to site selection. 
We have no views on the actual sites chosen as this is a matter for local 
determination following consideration of all relevant factors.   

PO1374 Ms Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

    General 
comment 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. This means that the plan, as 
a whole (including the sites it is putting forward as allocations) has to set out a 
framework which is likely to conserve the historic environment of the Plan area. The 
Plan puts forward a number of sites which, if developed, appear likely to affect the 
significance of one or more designated heritage assets in their vicinity. The Allocation 
of a site for development within the Local Plan is, in effect, establishing that the 
principle of development in that particular location is acceptable. However, in the 
case of this Local Plan, at present, there is no clear meaningful evaluation of what 
impact the development of these areas might have upon those heritage assets. The 
evidence base relies on the Historic Environment Character Assessment of 2010 and 
the Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment (LSCA) of 2008 amongst others. 
It is also noted that the SHLAA methodology includes reference to constraints and 
opportunities in relation to the LSCA but does not mention the Historic Environment 
Character Assessment. In addition, it is noted that the Halcrow Toolkit of 2011 used 

The Council has recently undertaken a Landscape, Local Green 
Space and Heritage Impact Study to form part of the evidence 
base to support the Local Plan and assess the potential heritage 
impacts of the development allocations and mitigation measures. 
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for the Core Strategy information has been used in respect of the current SHLAA. 
Table 2.1 of the site rating criteria includes reference to designated heritage assets, 
but there is no reference to non-designated heritage assets, setting or harm. As such, 
it is not clear how impact on the historic environment has been assessed and 
subsequently applied to the site options in relation to them being put forward as 
allocation sites, other than where mentioned in the associated SA. Even in the SA it is 
not clear how the sites have been assessed in respect of the historic environment. It is 
also of concern that Para 1.16 of the draft plan sets out that further evidence base 
studies will be completed to inform the Local Plan including Landscape and Heritage 
Impact Study. In the Options Sites Assessments tables, part of the evidence base, it is 
also noted that Heritage Impact Assessments will be undertaken during the plan 
production if sites, where negative effect on the historic environment and heritage 
assets has been identified, are taken forward. These assessments should be 
undertaken and considered at this stage to ensure that the preferred allocation sites 
are deliverable in respect of the historic environment but, at present, Part 7 of the SA 
does not deal with this. In the absence of any assessment of the degree of harm 
which the proposed Allocations might cause to the historic environment or, indeed, 
what measures the Plan might need to put in place in order to ensure that any harm 
is minimised, at present, the authority cannot demonstrate that the sites it is putting 
forward for development is compatible with the Plan’s own policies for the protection 
of the historic environment. Moreover, in terms of national policy guidance, the Plan 
also fails to demonstrate that:- (a) The sites that it is putting forward for development 
will deliver a “positive strategy for the historic environment” as is required by NPPF 
Paragraph 126. (b) The sites that are allocated will be likely to “contribute to 
protecting or enhancing the historic environment”. Therefore, it has not shown that it 
is likely to deliver sustainable development in terms of the historic environment 
[NPPF Paragraph 7]. (c) The sites which it has allocated are likely to “conserve 
heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance”. Therefore it has not 
shown that it will be likely to deliver the Government’s objectives for the historic 
environment [NPPF Paragraph 17]. (d) It has complied with the statutory duty under 
S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 to pay 
“special attention” to “the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance” of its Conservation Areas. Moreover, from the information available 
there is no evidence that, in preparing the Plan, the local planning authority has had 
“special regard to the desirability of preserving” any of its Listed Buildings. Whilst it is 
accepted that S66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 
does not apply, specifically, to Plan making, the absence of any evaluation potentially 
brings into question the deliverability of some sites and, for some, the amount of 
development they can accommodate. When the requirements of the Act are 
eventually undertaken, it may be found that the quantum of development on some of 
the sites is, either, unachievable or, at worst, that the need to safeguard the setting of 
the building actually renders them largely undevelopable. Please note that these 
comments are based on known heritage assets at a national level and do not include 
local information available through heritage environment records which should be 
considered by the local authority. 
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PO823 Mr Alan 
Donaldson 

      General 
comment 

The roads cannot cope now with the level of traffic that travels through Cheadle.  The 
roundabout at the junction of the Ashbourne Road is a hazard, the design of the 
roundabout does not allow for a car and a HGV to meet, does not allow for a vehicle 
to turn left from the Ashbourne Road if there is another vehicle waiting to enter the 
roundabout from the Tean Road and the proposal of potentially over a 1000 new 
properties into the Town Boundary would bring in the region of 2000/2500 additional 
vehicles on these inadequate roads/junctions.  

See response to PO103 regarding traffic  and junctions. 
 
 

PO2580 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    General 
comment 

With regard to baseline data and additional new sites : The Council may need to 
check that up to date information on local wildlife sites (Sites of Biological Interest 
and Biodiversity Alert Sites in Staffordshire) has been referenced when  identifying 
preferred sites. Our previous advice letter dated 14.9.15 gave detailed advice on 
themes and issues including these non-statutory  sites. Natural England no longer has 
access to this dataset and the as the preferred sites consultation includes a number of 
additional sites (not considered as part of last year’s consultation) the Council will 
need to access up to date information to check on any impacts on these sites. Please 
contact the Staffordshire Wildlife Trust (01889 880 100 or email info@staffswt.org.uk 
) for further information if you do not hold the relevant dataset in house. 

Comments noted.  

PO2710 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

    General 
comment 

The sites in Cheadle, although previously flagged up as requiring further work, should 
be able to design out flood risk given the small proportion of Flood Zones on the edge 
of them, and the fact that they are already modelled in detail, so the extents 
shouldn’t increase. 

Comments noted. 

PO2800 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

    General 
comment 

CH135b: This site is located partially within Source Protection Zone 2. In line with the 
position statements in our ‘Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice’ 
document (available from our website at www.gov.uk/environment-agency), there 
would be restrictions on the activities that can take place on this site (e.g. in relation 
to the storage of hazardous substances and drainage arrangements).   

Comments noted.  This site is not identified as a preferred option 
site.  
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PO2833 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

    General 
comment 

The appropriate level and detail of ecological appraisal should be provided for any 
developments going forward on the proposed site allocations. These should be 
completed to CIEEM guidelines namely to identify and evaluate the ecological 
features of interest and potential impacts upon them. The mitigation hierarchy should 
be employed from the outset of any design and development planning to avoid, 
minimise, mitigate, offset impacts, both direct and indirect. Many proposed 
allocations are adjacent to priority habitats and statutory and non-statutory 
designated sites, including watercourses. In line with the mitigation hierarchy and 
relevant NPPF sections, i.e. 109, every effort should be made to re-naturalize 
watercourses, including de-culverting where technically feasible. The main impact on 
any sites from a developable point of view, are easements from watercourses to help 
promote Green and Blue corridors and networks where migration and movement 
along the watercourse banks can occur. This is likely to be between 5 metres, up to 10 
metres on some main river stretches. Impacts on water quality need to be assessed, 
particularly the cumulative impact to ensure the relevant WFD waterbodies do not 
deteriorate in status and listed measures in the RBMP are taken into account. 
Collective contributions from specific areas could be used to support innovative land 
management schemes upstream in the catchment delivering natural flood 
management to reduce flood risk in the new developments and wider communities 
downstream. We would recommend and welcome the opportunity to comment on 
pre-applications to ensure the best opportunities and outcomes are realised.   

Comments noted.  Policies for sites affected by watercourses 
should require that early discussions with the Environment Agency 
and the Lead Local Flood Authority are undertaken.  
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PO2859 James 
Chadwick 

Spatial 
Planning 
Policy Officer 
Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

Whilst we have not assessed each site in detail it is clear that many of them will be 
crossed by public rights of way which will need to be considered in full as part of any 
proposed development. We are also in the process of preparing the 4th Review of the 
Definitive Map and Statement for Staffordshire Moorlands area and the District 
Council will be provided with copies of the maps and Statement to indicate the 
alignment of all recorded routes. Staffordshire Moorlands District Council currently 
hold copies of the existing Definitive Map and Statement which should form part of 
any discussions with developers regarding the proposed sites. As the Plan progresses 
we suggest policy provision to ensure that all public rights of way are protected and, 
where possible, enhanced in conjunction with any development. If any Public Path 
Orders are required to enable the development to take place these should be 
processed alongside the planning application by the District Council. Many of the sites 
chosen are close to existing urban areas and it is likely that there are non-definitive 
routes across the sites which should be considered by any applicants. In many cases 
these routes could have become rights of way by virtue of established usage over 
many years and should be treated as public. There will also be sites where such usage 
or historic evidence has already resulted in applications being made to the County 
Council under Section 53 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to add or modify 
the Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way, which affects the land in question. As the 
Plan evolves it would be useful to provide guidance to developers/applicants around 
enhancing the existing path network where possible in line with Staffordshire County 
Council’s Rights of Way Improvement Plan. This could include: - the creation of public 
bridleways or the upgrading of public footpaths to bridleways to improve provision 
for horse riders and cyclists across Staffordshire where there is currently a shortfall in 
available access routes. - the creation and promotion of short circular walks to 
promote the health benefits of walking - the replacement of stiles with gaps (where 
there are no stock) or gates (where there are) in line with Staffordshire County 
Council’s Least Restrictive Principle for path furniture The County Council is able to 
provide further advice and guidance as and when required. 

Comments noted.  Public footpaths can be maintained or 
redirected.  Policy provision to ensure that all public rights of way 
are protected and, where possible, enhanced in conjunction with 
any development has been added, though it is rcognised that they 
may have to be re-directed. 
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PO2881 James 
Chadwick 

Spatial 
Planning 
Policy Officer 
Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

In relation to more general matters regarding the Local Plan’s approach and 
considering the incorporation of policies for the next iteration the following should be 
considered. A Historic Environment Assessment (HEA) has previously been prepared 
for the Staffordshire Moorlands and its focus and extent was informed through 
discussion with the District Council.  The statement regarding the need for further 
evidence including a ‘Heritage Impact Study’ (s1.16) of the Staffordshire Moorlands 
Local Plan booklet is to be supported and should also be welcomed by Historic 
England.  This Heritage Impact Study should review the previous work of the HEA (and 
update where required), extend the boundaries of the previous study where 
necessary and enhance the assessment where appropriate.  It should cover all aspects 
of the historic environment and  be undertaken by a suitably experienced historic 
environment specialist following a detailed brief agreed in advance with Historic 
England, the SMDC Conservation Team and the Staffordshire County Council Historic 
Environment Team. We have not assessed each site in detail as it is considered that 
the Heritage Impact Study (identified in s1.16) will undertake this work with reference 
to all relevant documentary information and databases (Staffordshire County Council 
Historic Environment Record, National Heritage List for England etc).  The Heritage 
Impact Study should also make use of all available recent studies to inform its 
assessment including, where appropriate, the relevant Extensive Urban Survey 
(available on www.staffordshire.gov.uk/ search under EUS) and the historic 
farmsteads guidance available on the same web pages.  Bearing in mind the scale of 
many of these developments, where appropriate applicants should be encouraged to 
undertake, as a minimum, a Heritage Statement in support of any application in order 
to ‘…describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any 
contribution made by their setting.’ (NPPF, s.128).  Where more complex remains or 
larger developments are being considered, then a full Historic Environment Desk-
Based Assessment should be prepared.  In all cases these documents should be 
prepared at an early stage by appropriately experienced historic environment 
specialists and they will inform discussions with the Local Planning Authority and their 
historic environment advisors regarding the need for and scale of any historic 
environment interventions including opportunities (where appropriate) to enhance 
heritage assets within a scheme. The Staffordshire County Council Historic 
Environment Team would be happy to be consulted by the historic environment 
specialist appointed to undertake the Heritage Impact Study.  We would also be 
content to advise on the production of Heritage Statements/Historic Environment 
Desk-Based Assessments to inform development proposals and can advise the LPA 
on, in particular, the archaeological and historic landscape character aspects of 
specific developments at the planning application stage. 

The Council has recently undertaken a Landscape, Local Green 
Space and Heritage Impact Study to form part of the evidence 
base to support the Local Plan and assess the potential heritage 
impacts of the development allocations. 

PO2925 James 
Chadwick 

Spatial 
Planning 
Policy Officer 
Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

See attached transport comments in relation to sites.  Comments noted. 
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PO2929 James 
Chadwick 

Spatial 
Planning 
Policy Officer 
Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

    General 
comment 

In relation to surface water flood risk you have provided to us recently a GIS mapping 
layer of the proposed allocations that we have run through our flood risk software. 
Attached are our initial comments on the sites and it is hoped that these should help 
identify any potential issues at each site and assist in framing policy for assessment 
and SuDS requirements. However, we have only been able to undertake a high level 
initial assessment at this stage and would welcome the opportunity to discuss with 
you further and perhaps identify sites that require further detailed consideration. 

Comments noted.  Further discussions have been held with  SCC 
regarding flooding issues. 

PO2571 Mr Alan Eaton       General 
comment 

The infrastructure of Cheadle will not allow any more houses to be built. The roads in 
on out are at a standstill in the morning and again to 4pm in the afternoon. The one 
way system should never have happened the high st is a car park not safe for school 
children to walk along. In 1939 and 1947 a by-pass was talked about in 2016 we still 
have the same road structure. Drains are blocked schools are full we struggle to get a 
Drs appointment but never mind as long as staffs county council get £1000 for every 
house built on green belt even when there’s plenty if brown field sites available. That 
money will not be spent in Cheadle we cannot get the roads required properly. 

 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. 

 There is not enough brownfield land/ sites to meet the 
District’s proposed housing requirement within the built up 
area of the town.  Brownfield sites have been included in the 
potential supply of sites. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2567 Mr Michael 
Feather 

      General 
comment 

I note that you intend to build a new school where will the children go when they are 
older for secondary education. 

 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. 

PO8 Mrs Desiree 
Billington 

      Object We used to live and work in the heart of the West Midlands (the Black Country). A 
large urban sprawl and often very congested. After taking early retirement, in 2012, 
we chose to live in Cheadle, it being a very pleasant semi rural market town. Cheadle 
has the correct amount of properties and population to make it a very nice and 
friendly place to live. It does have its problems, it can get very congested at school 
times and morning and evening rush hour. In particular in the town centre and Tean 
Road. Tape Street is also a big problem having 3 sets of pedestrian crossing lights 
which causes tailbacks at certain times. No one wants any more building in Cheadle. 
There is not enough infrastructure to cope with an extra influx of people. Roads 
certainly cannot cope with more traffic. On a personal note, we do not want any 
more houses near to our property as this will cause noise pollution, obstruct our 
current views, invade our privacy, cause havoc to wildlife and maybe even cause 
environmental problems such as flooding, ie: houses being built on farm land which 
currently has good rain water drainage. Cheadle council need to think seriously about 
the upset and problems they are like to cause if they go ahead with a ludicrous idea of 
excess building anywhere in the town. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 Amenity issues such as overlooking, screening and other 
impacts on existing residents will be assessed in detail once a 
site layout has been determined at the time a planning 
application is received and residents will have the opportunity 
to comment on the content of that application. 

 Developers will be required to provide a Flood Risk 
Assessment. 
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PO337 Mr J Webster       Object When the final plans are drafted detailing which areas are to be built upon, which 
areas will be developed first, and then in what order will subsequent property 
building take place, covering the whole period up until 2031 ? I understand this will 
eventually be decided upon, but fear that if it’s not out in the public domain in the 
early stages of decision making, then it might be too late to raise any points of 
conflict. This will create unnecessary bitterness and hostility, which could easily be 
avoided with consideration for those affected. If, for example, the area where I live 
(South West of Cheadle), along with the so-called link road (that would serve no 
useful purpose whatsoever IMO), was left until the latter stages of the 2020’s, then 
I’m certain that would be far more acceptable to a somewhat majority elderly 
population in the vicinity, who by that time probably couldn’t care less how many 
houses or roads are built ! 

A housing trajectory has been prepared as part of the Preferred 
Options Local Plan and will be the subject of consultation 
alongside the Local Plan at the end of July 2017. 

PO169 Mrs E 
Baskeyfield 

      Object It does not make sense to build a new primary school at the north of the town yet 
have the proposed housing in the south.  This will cause increased traffic chaos at 
peak times.  The public open spaces are mainly private land and should not have been 
marked as public. This gives the impression that there is an even spread of public 
open space where as this is not the case. If the new school is in the north, then the 
housing should also be in the north to prevent the through flow of traffic through the 
town.  It would also give good access to JCB and to Stoke-on-Trent for those working 
in the city. The schools whose land has been highlighted on this proposal have been 
made aware and I have contacted the SMDC directly to lodge my concerns about 
this.  People should not be expected to make informed decisions when the 
information provided is incorrect. 

 The proposed new school is planned to serve the north of the 
town and could therefore reduce school traffic currently 
accessing schools in the SW of the town.  New housing 
development is also proposed in the north of the town. There 
are existing schools located in the SW of Cheadle to meet the 
needs of  residents located in the south of the town. 

 Agreed that not all the open spaces marked on the map are 
accessible to the public and should be indicated as ‘open 
space’ rather than ‘public  open space’.   A public open space 
study is underway covering all designated public open spaces 
in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  One of the areas this will 
advise on is where improvements are needed to these spaces 
and new development in the vicinity could contribute towards 
this. 

PO1077 Mrs Valerie 
Marsden 

      Object I agree with all these issues mentioned it all makes sense. Comments noted.  

PO624 Mr Julian 
Baskeyfield 

      Object The proposed development is too large for the town to service. The roads are not 
suitable for the increased amount of traffic especially in the town centre itself. The 
main roads though the town have traffic jams every day which will only get worse. 
The housing will be too dense in the south with no facilities, and it will be so far from 
any services that everyone will have to drive into the town. The proposed housing in 
the south will affect the water table which could have serious reprecussions for 
residents further down the valley in Tean who have already suffered floding this year. 
The town does not have the diversity of services that Leek does e.g major chains so 
for anyone moving here they will still have to travel further afield to buy clothing or 
other items. Therefore the diversity of shops in the town needs to improve and 
develop before planning housing otherwise it won't actually increase the trade in the 
town. The areas marked CH085a-d are in an area of outstanding beauty and heritage, 
having the old Cheadle railway running adjacent to it. This is an area used by many 
walkers and children playing and this will be lost if the development goes ahead. I am 
not against development but the location, density and scale will be very detrimental 
to the south of the town. 

 It is acknowledged that together the cumulative amount of 
housing in this area would be significant, however, there are 
infrastructure benefits arising from allocating a larger area for 
residential development, such as highway improvements, 
affordable housing and community facilities such as public 
open space. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA)  for the District, the results of which have 
been used to inform the site selection process. The sites are 
within Flood Zone 1 – Low probability. The area adjacent to the 
Brook is high probability and can be incorporated into uses 
other than housing i.e. open space.  The Environment Agency 
has confirmed that a Level 2 SFRA will not be required as the 
developer should be able to design out flood risk given the 
small proportion of Flood Zones adjacent to  them, and the 
fact that they are already modelled in detail, so the extents 
shouldn’t increase.  Any application would be accompanied by 
an Flood Risk Assessment which would consider surface water 
run-off. Mitigation would be required to ensure that 
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neighbouring areas are not affected.  

 New housing is known to have a positive economic impact on 
the local area and is considered as part of the Sustainability 
Appraisal. 

 New housing schemes will need to incorporate areas of open 
space and landscaping, and also maintain existing pedestrian 
links  as well as the consideration  of new links. 

PO1331 Ms K Dewey Staffordshire 
Wildlife Trust 

    Object Not all the proposed allocation sites have had ecological surveys carried out. We 
understand around 11 sites have been added to the proposed allocation sites that 
were not consulted upon in 2015, and these have not been assessed for their 
ecological value. The SMDC Local Plan Policy C3 Sustainable Communities - Green 
Infrastructure 8.7.16 and 8.7.17 references the production of a Green Infrastructure 
Strategy, which “ will inform the production of the Site Allocations Development Plan 
Document and will establish appropriate objectives and targets.” No Green 
Infrastructure Strategy has as yet been produced. Therefore, we are concerned that 
this lack of evidence base will not enable good decisions to be made on allocation 
sites. The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys carried out by Lockwood Hall Associates 
Ltd in 2015 do not comprehensively cover all natural features that the NPPF and 
Planning Practice Guidance list as needing to be mapped as part of ecological 
networks: the location and extent of internationally, nationally and locally designated 
sites; Existing designated sites are recognised, but identification of all Local Wildlife 
Sites (LWS) is not as yet comprehensive. In terms of potential allocation sites, there 
are several where information from the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, other 
ecological survey reports for planning applications, and habitat data from MAGIC 
indicate potentially high value habitats, which should be assessed against the 
Staffordshire Local Wildlife Sites criteria. the distribution of protected and priority 
habitats and species ; Priority habitats and species are taken to mean those listed as 
habitats or species of Principal Importance for Conservation in England according to 
the list under section 41 of the NERC Act 2006, plus those listed on the Staffordshire, 
and any more local, Biodiversity Action Plan. The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys 
do provide data that would allow identification of some priority habitats, but do not 
highlight priority habitats where they are present or use the definitions to describe 
habitats found. Recommendations for further protected and priority species surveys 
are made, but full information on their presence has not been gathered. areas of 
irreplaceable natural habitat , such as ancient woodland or limestone pavement, the 
significance of which may be derived from habitat age, uniqueness, species diversity 
and/or the impossibilities of re-creation; This includes veteran trees and ancient 
hedgerows. Records for these features are not comprehensive. Some veteran tree 
records are available on http://www.ancient-tree-
hunt.org.uk/discoveries/interactivemap It does not appear that this database was 
searched in the desk studies informing the habitat surveys in 2014. The survey reports 
do not specifically mention irreplaceable habitats. habitats where specific land 
management practices are required for their conservation; Some mention is made of 
current land management in the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, but important 
areas are not highlighted. main landscape features which, due to their linear or 
continuous nature, are important for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchanges 
of plants and animals, including any potential for new habitat corridors to link any 
isolated sites that hold nature conservation value, and therefore improve species 
dispersal; Good habitat links and recommended buffer areas are mentioned in the 

Ecus Ltd have now completed ecological assessment of all sites 
includes in the Preferred Options Sites and Boundaries (April 2016) 
consultation. 
 
A Green Infrastructure Strategy for the Staffordshire Moorlands 

has been produced by the Council with assistance from partners 

such as the Staffordshire Wildlife Trust and will be published 

alongside the next Preferred Options consultation.   
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Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, and the information within the surveys could be 
used to identify corridors and stepping stones, but specific identification of these 
features is not part of the report or clearly and consistently highlighted. Corridors and 
stepping stones need to be recognised and protected, and their other benefits to 
visual and access amenity in urban areas recognised. areas with potential for habitat 
enhancement or restoration, including those necessary to help biodiversity adapt to 
climate change or which could assist with the habitats shifts and species migrations 
arising from climate change; The ecology surveys would help identify such areas, and 
some Visual Open Space and Public Open Space areas are proposed in the allocations 
plans, but areas to be enhanced in terms of habitat value are not specifically 
identified. information on the biodiversity and geodiversity value of previously 
developed sites and the opportunities for incorporating this in developments; 
Previously developed sites are among those proposed for allocation and covered by 
ecological surveys, which give some recommendations. However geodiversity is not 
covered. If ecological networks and other GI features could be mapped for each 
settlement, this would give a good basis for allocating sites, both for hard 
development, and for green space and environmental enhancements. This would also 
provide a framework for any CIL monies, partnership projects etc. to target priorities 
in the area and improve the environmental quality of each town and village. 
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PO1510 
PO1503 
PO1519 
PO1509 
 
 

Mrs J L Taylor 
Mr J P Taylor 
Mr P Taylor 
Mr T A Taylor 
 
 

      Object This whole process is about Central Government trying to lead an economic recovery 
by force feeding property development upon local councils nationwide. The highly 
respected Sir Bill Cash is reported in the Daily Telegraph in 2011 as having concerns 
about the policy and is reported as saying “ The developers will have the whip hand” 
Government Ministers responsible for implementing the policy are also reported to 
oppose developments in their own constituencies. We are now witnessing the 
Government policy first hand in Cheadle. No one wants it. Whats wrong with being a 
small town, if we wanted to live in a big town we have options to move. People 
choose to live in Cheadle because of what it is, it’s a small town with greenfield areas 
next to existing housing that add to residents quality of life. It is difficult to separate 
politics from this flawed “consultation” process, it is very much a voting process. 
Various political parties received donations from property development companies 
including a reported £3.3 million to the Conservative Party in 2011. The process is 
designed to reward developers for their donations. The Staffordshire Moorlands and 
Cheadle particularly could be changed for the worse and once it’s done, it can’t be 
reversed. The only control that Cheadle has regarding developments is to implement 
the enforced process in conjunction with SMDC. It’s a far cry from the days when the 
councils, who know Cheadle, have a history of denying planning consent for various 
reasons associated with various sites. Not least to preserve the greenfield amenities 
that add so much to the towns character and residential areas. The current plan for 
Cheadle takes town planning backwards by proposing to destroy green spaces within 
the area that has been defined as the town boundary. The phrase Sustainable 
Development appears regularly in various documents but for whose benefit, Cheadle 
residents or property developers. Well it’s not for residents benefit. It really means 
lowest cost to the developer and largely disregards anyone else. The voting or 
consultation process has also been made unnecessarily complicated for many 
residents, there is a lot to comment on regarding Cheadle and having to submit 
multiple forms, one for each “question” is quite off putting for many. Some people 
choose not to utilize online facilities or are unfamiliar with using a PC, if they own 
one. This leaves the hand written option and if you want to comment on five 
“questions” and your partner too, that’s ten separate comment forms. 

 Central Government sets the national planning policy and 
Local Planning Authorities must prepare Local Plans that are in 
conformity with it or they will be found unsound. 

 The adopted Statement of Community Involvement sets out 
the ways in which the Council will consult at the various stages 
of the Plan’s preparation.  Online, email and paper comments 
are all accepted. 

PO2547 Mr R Snow       Object I do not believe that SMDC are interested in Cheadle they are fast pursuing policy’s 
the government have laid down. That is to build more houses. 

 See response to comment PO1510. 

PO2549 Mr J Weston       Object There are more sustainable sites in Cheadle this should be removed.  See updated Sustainability Appraisal. 

PO2554 Mrs J Weston       Object I am disappointed that despite many objections by neighbouring residents this site 
has again been chosen for allocation. 

 Comment noted. See previous responses to issues raised. 
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PO2697 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

    Object There is no commentary around the issue of flood risk and how the sites have been 
chosen with the Sequential process in mind. However, we do note that the sites we 
previously identified as being the most severely impacted due to flood risk, have not 
been taken forward to this stage, which we welcome. We have however, identified 
some sites where further work is necessary and we wish to remind the Local Planning 
Authority that Sequential Test evidence should be provided and reiterate if these 
sites are to be taken forward, then a Level 2 SFRA should also be undertaken.  At this 
Preferred Options stage, this work should already be done.   However, there is one 
final chance for this to be undertaken, prior to the Publication Draft towards the end 
of this year. If it is not done by that stage, the Site Allocation Document risks being 
found unsound as it will be at odds with the guidance set out in the SFRA Level 1 and 
potentially, Flood Risk policies that will be set out in the next consultation. 

Sites identified are not located in Cheadle. 

PO3016 Councillor 
Helen Lingard 

Cheadle Town 
Council 

    Object Why do you keep coming back with this stupid idea? Are you trying to test our 
patience? 

 Comment noted. 

PO2529 MR ROBERT 
OWEN-JONES 

      Object This is a small historic market town has no infrastructure or employment to justify the 
proposed massive increase in housing. There is nowhere to be seen, a proposal to 
improve the road network for usability and safety, nor is there anywhere to improve 
the employment business locations on the plans. This indicates that most people will 
be travelling and commuting to and from town, adding to the already chronic traffic 
situations 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2891 Mr Alan Moss       Object Despite several surveys there are no proposals to improve the infrastructure of 
Cheadle, particularly roads. No further housing development should take place until 
the road system around Cheadle is improved to reflect the industrialisation of the 
Cheadle area which has taken place over the last 15 years. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 
 

PO2873 Mrs Margaret 
Moss 

      Object Despite recent surveys there are current proposals to improve the road network 
around Cheadle, which is not fit to take the large number of vehicles currently using 
the Cheadle roads. Much of which, is generated by the industrial development 
around the town. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2847 mr michael 
tunnicliffe 

      Object If we are to have more houses, I feel that the most appropriate location would be 
land from Brook houses to Mobberley including a relief road which would have little 
impact on the Town Centre, impact may ease the problems there. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2532 Mr Mark 
Alcock 

      Object Roads cannot cope with what we have now. More houses would not help at all. A 
new school is needed but where? 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
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PO2528 Mrs Lara 
Austin 

      Object We have lived in Cheadle for 30 years and seen many new housing developments yet 
no extra provision of schools doctors or dentists. I don’t object to more housing as 
long as they are suitable locations that are fit for purpose. We are in need of a new 
school but again locations are key. Access and parking have to be taken into 
consideration. The proposal as they stand seem to be the opposite of what is logical 
and it’s as if we are throwing up housing to meet targets. We have beautiful country 
side and are lucky to have it so I would like to see it stay that way for as long as 
possible. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO3007 Mr Desmond 
Barnes 

      Object No sensible pedestrian access. Too far out especially for people living Tean Road 
Rakeway areas of town. 

New housing schemes will need  to consider new pedestrian links.  
 

PO3002 Mrs Sylvia 
Barnes 

      Object Already suffering from too much traffic especially from May-Oct when towers opens, 
pavements very narrow and access via Queen Street involves lane delays. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2806 A Brattley       Object I don’t believe there should be any more in any large numbers in Cheadle area there 
are housing estates on most of the roads in and out of Cheadle more than enough 
considering the employment situation in the town. So build a school the other side of 
town from other schools is only going to result in more traffic around Cheadle which 
as more than enough traffic already. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 The proposed new school is planned to serve the north of 
Cheadle and could therefore reduce school traffic currently 
accessing schools in the SW of the town.  New housing 
development is also proposed in the north of the town. There 
are existing schools located in the SW of Cheadle to meet the 
needs of residents located in the south of the town. The 
location of the school site to the north of Cheadle is supported 
by Staffordshire County Council.  

PO2540 Mr Eric 
Cartlidge 

      Object Why again are proposing housing in this part of Cheadle when there has been no 
roads improvements to the centre of Cheadle. There has been allocated housing sits 
for 30 years but no one has built on them. This is green belt and a elevated position 
looking across Cheadle. The foot paths on Frogall road are dangerous to any child 
walking past donkey lane the idea of a school on the edge of Cheadle is stupid. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 The area to the north east of Cheadle is not designated as 
Green Belt.  

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

PO2525 Mrs Carole 
Edwards 

      Object Cheadle does not have sufficient infrastructure for more houses, doctors, 
work schools, water, sewage and busy roads. 

See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO2563 Mrs Angela 
Feather 

      Object Building new houses and primary school in the proposed position will mean an 
increase in traffic in Frogall road and Cheadle town which is already unable to cope 
with the current traffic. How is this going to be addressed? Where are the children 
going to be taught when they leave the proposed primary school? Has this been 
addressed! 

 The Highway Authority has not raised any issues which would 
prevent the development of this site. 

 See response to PO2567 regarding secondary education. 

PO2521 Mr Damien 
Flynn 

      Object Proposed local road infrastructure is woefully inadequate proposed school site is on 
the edge of this area - it should be central to NE Cheadle. 

 See response to PO2563 regarding highway access.  

PO2982 Mr Ronald 
Fryer 

      Object Cheadle does not need all these extra houses, the infrastructure is not there. At peak 
times Cheadle becomes gridlocked. The core strategy is all about building houses on 
beautiful green fields for immigrants 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to  PO103 regarding need for new housing. 

PO2543 Mr Andrew 
Gibson 

      Object Why would any sensible council suggest building a school as far away from the town 
centre as possible is ridiculous? This would create more traffic and chaos which 
Cheadle cannot cope with. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new school.  
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PO2784 Miss Angela 
Gregory 

      Object Cheadle does not require more houses its needs doctors.  I have struggle to get 
appointments with a doctor and now it’s getting as bad to see the nurse. I have to 
wait 2 months for a dentist appointment. The roads need repairing. The street and 
main roads in Cheadle can barely cope with the traffic coming through. The high 
street needs new shops, more shops. Better things for kids, somewhere they can play 
safely. Improve what we have. No more houses. Cheadle used to be thriving Market 
Town. There’s no market anymore, its wasted space now a car park at the best. 
Cheadle is just a through road to Towers traffic nothing here to draw people in. 

See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 
 

PO2539 Mrs Alice Hide       Object Cheadle at the moment is gridlocked with traffic. Where we live when we have 
torrential rain the brook fills very quickly and if more houses are built we are going to 
have a flooding situation.  We do not have enough doctors in cheadle area to cope 
with any more 100s of houses. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues. 
 

PO2766 Mrs H Keeling       Object I think we should have a look at the doctors and dentists,  as you can imagine you can 
not get an appointment when you need them.  We should have a look at the new 
shops for them to build to bring people into cheadle. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO2558 Mr Stefan 
Lilleker 

      Object I feel the location of a new school is situated in the wrong area I strongly object to all 
the proposed housing, due to the lack of Dr’s (a week just to get into see your Dr) 
Dentist (I haven’t even got one because they are all full). Lack of jobs and shops 
takeaways & pubs that’s Cheadle site CH132 is not suitable for any development. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure.  

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

 

PO2987 Mr Ian 
Menzies 
Lingard 

      Object How many more times are you coming back with this? We have done this twice 
already and still no more services before more large scale building. 

See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO2824 Mrs B Massey       Object When my husband and I first moved here in 1965 we were told that a ring road was 
planned, and 51 years later we are still waiting. The amount of traffic in the town is 
now past saturation point and we need more infrastructure in place before any more 
housing to is planned in this area. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2559 R S Matner       Object Cheadle does not require more houses it needs doctors.  I have struggled to get 
appointments with a doctor and now its getting bad to see the nurse. I have to wait 
2mths for a dentist appt. The roads need repairing. The high street and main roads 
can barely cope with the heavy traffic coming through. The high street needs new 
shops, more shops. Better thhings for kids, somewhere the can play safely improve 
what we have. No more houses. Cheadle used to be thriving markets town. There’s 
no market any more, it’s a wasted space now. A car park at best, cheadle is just a 
through road for towers traffic there is nothing to draw people in. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO2534 Mr Gareth 
Owen-Jones 

      Object This is a small historic market town has no infrastructure or employment to justify the 
proposed massive increase in housing. Cheadle is a compact market town with a 
central layout that hasn’t changed much for centuries. Absolutely no consideration 
has been given to improving the infrastructure for massive increase in traffic 
anywhere around the town but especially for inappropriately placed school. Where 
are the link roads bypasses and cycle lanes etc 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2835 Mrs Christine 
Pickin 

      Object Why do you want to build a new school in the middle of nowhere? Surely it should be 
in the town centre. Why destroy our countryside. Why do we have to have all the 
travellers’ sites for the moorlands in Cheadle and also a proportion of proposed 
housing sites? We have no extra jobs to offer. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

 There are no allocations for a traveller site in Cheadle. 
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PO2526 Mr And Mrs T 
& J Prince 

      Object We have no room for any more houses or schools.  Comments noted. 

PO2557 Mrs K Rogers       Object I object to any further planning in Cheadle. The schools the dentist Dr’s are full and 
cannot take any more. If we kept the houses for the people from far away we would 
need to build any more. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to  PO103 regarding need for new housing. 
 

PO2533 Miss Lynne 
Sanders 

      Object Cheadle is fast becoming over crowded there are not enough school places or Dr’s 
appointments available. The roads are grid locked at school times and then we have 
the added traffic for Alton towers throughout their season. How can the powers that 
be just think they can build a stack of houses (plus at least one more vehicle for each 
other without having sufficient facilities? Cheadle is going from big to small market 
town into a over populated one which is a real shame. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2552 Mr Oliver 
Weston 

      Object There are better locations for a school within the town, the best site needs to found 
for the long term benefit for the local residents. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

PO2520 Mrs Ena 
Wetwood 

      Object Cheadle is the poor relation in SMDC. Cheadle is a dying town, shops closing, market 
is a joke. The traffic is horrendous; this discourages visitors from visiting the town. 
There is no infrastructure to cope with additional proposals. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2530 Mr A Emery       Object There is nowhere to be seen, a proposal to improve the road network for usability 
and safety, nor is there anywhere to improve the employment business locations on 
the plans. This indicates that most people will be travelling and commuting to and 
from town, adding to the already chronic traffic situations This town need to have its 
infrastructure dealt with first and its road system sorting out before we go into 
putting more houses up. But i agree we need to build more houses as Cheadle is 
growing but this needs to corner all sectors. Young families single people and the 
elderly. And you need to look at the water tables, traffic, and facilities this town 
needs. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 Employment site options are also proposed in Cheadle to 

provide opportunities for local businesses and jobs. 

 

PO2523 Mrs Rosemarie 
Green 

      Object Yes we agree Cheadle has very little greenfields left and no need for that much 
housing. We came to Cheadle to retire and agree no need for further employment 
land, young people travel to better job opportunities and will probably leave soon 
after reducing need for more houses & employment in Cheadle. This will endanger 
wildlife and young people due to more access needed to the site and risk of flooding 
Not suitable for a school location. 

 See response to PO103 regarding need for new housing. 

 The Highway Authority has not raised any issues which would 
prevent the development of this site. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

PO2524 Mr Clive Green       Object Yes it is approaching on green belt land (which Cheadle has very little of again). No 
need for more houses in this area as little employment to sustain them in Cheadle. 
Yes I object as it is on green land and it will devalue our property which we bought to 
retire in, not to be on a housing estate, more traffic, more noise etc It won’t be in 
easy reach of pupils, so causing more traffic chaos and disruption. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2545 Mr John Elks       Object We need a new surgery with at least 3 doctor's. Cheadle hospital should stay open 
with a accident and emergency unit as many old people have no transport to get to A 
& E at stoke hospital. 

See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 
 

PO2546 Mrs Mavis Elks       Object We would need 2 new doctors surgeries and Cheadle hospital to stay open for the 
beds and an A & E unit like Leek as I have no transport to get me to A & E in Stoke. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 
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PO2537 Mr Philip 
Simcock 

      Object My concerns are regarding the flooding due to the Cecilly Mill brook. Some 
households have had letters saying they will not cover them for flood damage. Also 
another concern is the extra traffic; the roads are not suitable to cope with the extra 
volume. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2538 Ms Marie 
Kennaway 

      Object The general infrastructure off Cheadle is nightmare, with all the traffic that passes 
through the central outskirts of town in the north will only increase this problem as 
will be too far to walk. 

 The Highway Authority has not raised any issues which would 
prevent the development of sites in this area. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO2522 Mrs J 
Whitefield 

      Object I object to any large housing estate in Cheadle to me the best way would be to put a 
few houses dotted around the town on brownfield sites. The infrastructure of the 
town has to be sorted out before a big project is agreed; also the doctors, dentists etc 
cannot cope with all the people of the town without adding to it. A school well away 
from the rest of the schools is to me silly; just think how many more cars would have 
to go through the town (which at times can’t cope now). 

 There is not enough brownfield land or sites to meet the 

District’s proposed housing requirement within the built up 

area of the town.   

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

PO3295 Mrs J Birks       Object Cheadle is a flood plain. I think before you build any houses the roads needs putting 
in place. The traffic at the moment in Cheadle is a great problem. You have not really 
thought of about this.  I thought your bypass and free to public plans were very 
misleading and not informal. Where are these people going to work or go to school, 
no senior schools were being built. What about doctors, we cannot get to see a 
doctor now so how will all these extra people get in?  Why can't you build on 
Brownfield site in areas around Stoke on Trent where there is more work?  The 
people of Cheadle want our wildlife species protected. Why dig up our beautiful 
green land? 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 National planning guidance states that the Council should seek 
to meet the development needs of their area. Housing 
allocations are needed to ensure the Districts housing 
requirement is met. 

 Ecological surveys have been undertaken for each preferred 
site. 

PO3300 Mr M Birks       Object The map of proposals also shows a “dead end road” going to Moberley Housing 
proposal. From discussions with representatives of SMDC at the open day it was 
suggested that this road was not a dead end but a through road connecting to the Tay 
Estate onto the Blythe Bridge Road connecting onto the Blythe Road. If this case it 
should be shown as a through road. Again, misleading people to think different about 
the proposal. Before you build any more houses the roads need improving. Do the 
road’s first and then no problem building as many houses required. Not sure where 
these new residents are going to work whatever they will need to travel there. Is this 
going to be the right approach by reducing emissions from cars etc. 

  See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues and link road. 
 

PO3031 Mr & Mrs L & 
D Stevenson 

      Object We need green belt left alone. Doctor’s facilities need upgrading to accommodate 
more housing. We need less housing built because we don’t have enough jobs in the 
area for the people who live here already. The primary school and senior schools 
need upgrading to accommodate the children now. The primary school the council is 
on about should be built before the houses and should be up and running and ready 
welcome new families and existing ones. The new roads are congested enough 
without further traffic. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues 

 See response to PO2530 regarding employment opportunities 
 

PO3249 K W Alcock       Object Yes where are the roads to make it easier to travel and why there isn’t a crossing at 
level to Salts Fish Shop. Do you want unsound land for housing because I don’t? 

  See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues 
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PO3254 Mr Roger Davis       Object It’s ok building houses but we have a high street that’s not fit for purpose we have 
more empty shops than used ones. We need doctor’s, dentist’s, road repairs, there 
holes in the roads you can hide in, we need a by-pass around Cheadle before houses 
are built. The rest of the moorland towns get all they need, Leek being the prime 
example, we need a council that fights for Cheadle not give way all the time, to the 
rest. 

 See response to PO624 regarding economic benefits of new 
housing.  

PO3046 Mrs Eva Moult       Object To build more houses on beautiful green fields will take away the natural habit of our 
wonderful wild life, at the same time this could put Cheadle at high risk of flooding I 
strongly object to this planning application. 

 See response to PO3295 regarding ecological issues. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues 

PO3041 Mr Kenneth 
George Moult 

      Object Cecilly Brook, floods now after heavy rainfall to build houses in its vicinity would be 
catastrophic. The brook also sustains a lot of wildlife water voles kingfishers and small 
species of fish to name a few. I strongly object to spoiling this wonderful landscape 
that surrounds Cheadle. 

 See response to PO3295 regarding ecological issues. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues 

PO2941 D Pittman       Object There are too many houses in Cheadle and roads are congested leave the countryside 
as is. Why spoil what we have. It is beautiful. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues 

PO2946 D Pittman       Object Roads are too narrow to take more traffic. I object to more houses. See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues 

PO2966 Mr & Mrs R W 
Ratcliffe 

      Object I object to more houses as employment in the area is very low, the roads are far too 
busy and always have large queues Alton Towers doesn’t help, JCB doesn’t has HGVS 
and the roads are not  wide enough Cheadle needs a by-pass before more houses are 
built. It is very unsafe walking on pavements or crossing the roads for children and 
older people. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2530 regarding employment opportunities. 
 

PO2863 Mrs Dorothy 
Tunnicliffe 

      Object There are times when Leek Road area of Cheadle is grid locked especially when JCB 
factory finishes work we cannot access our house because of the build-up. Also if a 
school is to be built at this end of the town, that would impact on the traffic situation. 
Houses would be better be built on the Mobberley/Brookhouse area where traffic 
could access A50 without coming into town. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

 

PO3021 Mr D Waring       Object I personally know and would not recommend building houses near the fields and 
brook area which floods and they are great walking areas for people and dogs 
owners. There are also too many schools anyway than building an extra 1, which is 
already good, 3 primary schools, 2 high schools plus 1 college. There is 1 thing we do 
need is the shops to reopen there is a lot which have closed down which is located at 
the High Street. 

 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues. 

 New housing schemes will need to incorporate areas of open 
space and landscaping, and also maintain existing pedestrian 
links as well as the consideration of new links. 

 Staffordshire County Council have advised that a new primary 
school is required. 

 See response to PO624 regarding economic benefits of new 
housing. 

PO2977 Mrs Susan 
Wiseman 

      Object The road network around Cheadle is poor and until that concern is addressed people 
will continue to object to major builds. 

See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2796 Mrs Florence 
Worsley 

      Object I think the fields should be left alone. They are good for health, walking the dog, wild 
life. You are trying to move the town into our country side. Build a new school will not 
solve the problem; the children will need places when they are 11 years? Too much 
traffic on the road, not enough Dr’s, day centre care homes etc. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2567 regarding secondary education. 
 

PO3259 Mr A.R. Eaton       Object Dentist and doctors will not cope with a greater population building houses in S/W 
and a school in N/E would add to the severe congestion in the town. Development 
bordering river Tean, will increase amount of surface water draining onto the river. 
This will add to the flood risk further down in Upper Tean. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues 
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PO2956 Mrs Patricia 
Griffiths 

      Object It seems that Cheadle + rural areas are being discriminated against in favour of Leek 
and Biddulph. Green Land must be preserved to avoid urban spread. A school must be 
accessible, if more children walk to school there are less issues with parking, 
pollution, from cars and risk of cars to children. It seems a waste of time and money 
to keep proposing a site which is clearly unsuitable and has been deemed unsuitable. 

Comments noted. 

PO2961 Mr John 
Shipley 

      Object Having moved from Hanley to Cheadle what a wonderful place Cheadle is, apart from 
the roads being grid locked, brook, voles and wildlife being affected by building work, 
lots of takeaways spoil the high street, Police White Elephant only open from 9am 
and 5pm on weekdays money should have been better spent in Cheadle, leaving it as 
a small market town. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO3026 Mrs Angela 
Jones 

      Object Cheadle needs more adequate shopping outlet e.g. clothing and another 
supermarket. Also need another GP’s as Cheadle as grown, but the facilities do not 
reflect this. Leisure facilities needed as many cannot trawl to Leek, Uttoxeter for the 
cinema/bowling. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO624 regarding economic benefits of new 
housing. 

PO2992 Mr Michael 
Sposito 

      Object Cheadle roads are currently congested enough without the additional 150 + vehicles. 
Infrastructure I.e. schools, Dr’s surgeries struggle to cope with our current population 
– what chance with an extra 500 + persons 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2997 Elvira Sposito       Object Having got the surgery’s to cope with now. Waiting already to long for appointment is 
chaos in rush Hour time to drive through Cheadle as the roads are congested more 
housing would add to it. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO2951 Mr Ronald 
Griffiths 

      Object How will the pupils be transported to the new school site and should they walk 
through a new housing estate? Why is it always Cheadle, rather than other 
sites/places this has to be largest allocation of housing? 

 See response to PO2806 regarding the location of the new 
school. 

 The proportion of new housing is set out in the Core Strategy : 
Leek 30%, Biddulph 20%, Cheadle 22% and the rural areas 
28%. 

PO2841 Mrs Hazel 
Simcock 

      Object Traffic noise and hold ups on the road flooding due to the brook running back of 
houses in Sandown Close, Mount has sewage coming from the houses built. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues 

PO3036 Mrs Susan 
Clare 

      Object To build more houses & a school in this area is placing more pressure onto the 
already over populated area, causing more traffic problems and chaos. Cheadle does 
not have enough facilities to cope with the population living here already the road 
systems are inadequate and appalling to use. Devaluation to other properties before 
adding you should consider amending the already poor services supplied to the 
people of Cheadle. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 
 

PO3102 Mr D Gould       Object Until a workable road system that by passes Cheadle is implemented I am against any 
further population increase. I am also in total agreeance that the population increase 
should reflect employment. Let’s keep Cheadle district green. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2530 regarding employment opportunities. 
 

PO3139 Mr And Mrs J 
Greenwood 

      Object We strongly object as the houses, school, all around Churchill Road and Hammersley 
Hayes, Froghall Road, will not take the increase in traffic. 

 The Highway Authority has not raised any issues which would 
prevent the development of sites in this area. 

 

PO3051 Mr A Shenton       Object Yes good luck on your campaign can not help carer for family.  Comment noted. 
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PO3243 Mr C Smith       Object The object of this consultation with the public should be that SMDC receive the views 
of the public and then implement policies which take into account the views 
expressed by the public. The public and in particular the people of the Staffordshire 
moorlands are the people who the council are elected to represent. This particular is 
the latest in a series of consultations which have all very similar objectives. In the 
previous consultations, the people have been very clear in expressing their opposition 
to this massive, local development which significantly, over a period of time, change 
the nature of this small market town and cause problems for the people who live 
here. The council have not responded to the previous oppositions to the 
developments. At meeting in Cheadle relating to the last ‘consultation’, people were 
clearly expressing the views because it is clear that the council will not take there 
views into consideration.  In addition, there are many people who are unaware of the 
consultation and its time frame and also the formal nature submission is not user 
friendly to people who are expected to respond. It should therefore take into account 
that objections to these developments only represent a fraction of the actual views of 
the people of Cheadle. Earlier this year, there was a storm which created flash 
flooding in Tean. Virtually all of the rainwater that falls in Cheadle area funnels 
towards Tean. Houses built have been developed in areas of Tean which are in reach 
of potential and actual flooding and, I understand the councils are proposing more 
houses in such areas. The developments in Cheadle, wherever they are situated, will 
result in a significant loss of soil which, at present, absorbs such rainfall. Each house 
built will soak off the ground where the house sits and also drives, the house 
frontages will be covered in tarmac, house rears will be covered in flagstones and 
decking which is the way with modern living. Roads to the houses will be built, again 
removing absorbing green countryside.   When such rains as earlier in the year fall, 
the flooding which result in Tean, will be significantly worse. Have the people of Tean 
been made aware through ‘consultation’ of these ensuing problems? I am aware that 
a traffic survey was completed earlier this year on behalf of the council. However 
living in Cheadle shows that are traffic problems which quickly occur and bring the 
traffic to a standstill. There is little leeway for any problem? Some short time ago, 
there was a need for traffic lights on the Terrace adjacent to Park Lane and Lid Lane 
(possibly cable lying). At 5 o clock on a Friday, I was travelling back to Cheadle via 
Tean. The effect that the traffic lights  was such that the traffic had built up along 
Bank Street and along Chapel Street to the roundabout on Tape Street. The traffic had 
then built up on Tean Road. I joined the end of the queue just past Lime Trees 
veterinary Clinic on Tean Road which 100 hundred yards outside the Cheadle 
Boundary. I had selected this route having previously the horrendous queue from 
Brook houses. Today travelling through the High Street which is a one way, a bus in 
front stopped at the bus stop adjacent to the Nat West Bank. Behind the bus was a 
lorry which could not pass because of the limited road width. The traffic immediately 
built up at least to the visible end of the High street, blocking access to cross street. 
With the current road layouts, there is no capacity for increased traffic which will 
come about with this proposed significant increase in population. The bulk of the 
increased population will not be even employed here, just commuting to the 
Potteries what a disgraceful waste of energy and pollution of the environment. 

 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 response to PO624 regarding flooding issues. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2530 regarding employment opportunities. 
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PO3134 Mr N Watson       Object I object to any houses been built on green field as we need to retain our countryside. 
The roads around Cheadle will not cope with more traffic. If any houses have to be 
built there are some brown sites that are derelict that can be demolished and houses 
can be built there. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding brown field sites. 

 

PO3144 Mrs J Davies       Object I have lived in Cheadle all my life and it seems to me that Staffs CC won’t give up until 
they have ruined Cheadle completely. They do not care about our wonderful 
countryside or the fact that there is hardly any employment. Please, please listen to 
the people. 

See response to PO2530 regarding employment opportunities. 

PO3233 Mrs M Snow       Object Cheadle is really run down the high street is scruffy the rec has hardly anything for 
the children to play on. Road surfaces on in a terrible state peak time they are grid 
locked, and someone thinks it’s a grid idea to build more houses. Can’t get a 
appointment at the Dr’s because they are over stretched. We need money spending 
on the town before we have more houses and a school. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO624 regarding economic benefits of new 
housing. 

 

PO3149 Mrs J Titterton       Object We don’t have the infrastructure to support it – the doctors, the dentist and the 
schools are all full. It takes a month to see a named Dr at my surgery. There are plenty 
of empty houses in the area that could be used. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) makes an 
allowance for empty properties / houses that are for sale. 

PO3092 Mrs C 
Goodwin 

      Object When it suits SMDC you refuse planning applications when previously approved. Your 
planning dept doesn’t or can’t tell the difference between peak park rules and Staffs 
Moorlands rules. Concentrate on the conversion of Brown Field sites and building that 
are protected and left to rot fall to bits, unless some kind of bypass is built Cheadle 
cannot cope with any additional amount of traffic. Painted roundabouts are useless, 
large trucks use air lanes. Let’s be realistic people, no more houses without a better 
road system!!! 

 The Peak District National Park has it’s own Local Plan and 

determines it’s own planning applications.  The Staffordshire 

Moorlands Local Plan covers the area of the district lying 

outside the Peak Park. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding brown field sites. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO3087 Mrs B Barks       Object Yes need better road system due to grid lock at certain times of the day in most areas. 
Need shops that will get people to come to Cheadle, better market? What’s gone 
wrong there? From how It was in the past years, paying for car park for town trade 
was a killer. Now they park anywhere on the high street, lorry’s with shop stock have 
to ride around till they can park and unload a lot abuse the blue badge I have seen 
this first  hand. Money need to be spent on Cheadle to attract firms in and new 
employment we need more doctors and  dentists if we have more houses. Yes we 
could do with schools but that still means where the best place would be? 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO2530 regarding employment opportunities. 
 

 

PO3129 Mr A 
Ainsworth 

      Object Traffic is already an issue. All surveys magically happen when towers are closed and 
the children are off school, therefore, not giving a true reading of the problem. 
Cheadle is known outside as a green place to live + unfortunately these areas are 
rapidly disappearing. Why not refurb old unused buildings instead of making new 
ones. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 An allowance is made for small sites (less than 10 residential 
units) to come forward as windfall such as suitable unused 
buildings. 

 

PO3164 Mr D 
Ainsworth 

      Object I already can’t get out of my drive in a morning! Do we really need more houses? 
When others are empty? 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO3149 regarding empty properties. 
 

PO3124 Mr G Clewlow       Object I fully support all the above questions more work is needed on the road/traffic 
alterations. Furthermore doctors, surgeries are already at bursting point more 
services are requested e.g. at least one more local petrol station, easing congestion. 
We cannot continually fill any space to benefit developers – who do not have to live 
here. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 
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PO3159 Mr D Dunn       Object Cheadle can’t cope with current levels of transport; therefore extra will only cause 
more congestion! You have not proved a need for further extra housing 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to  PO103 regarding need for new housing. 

PO3154 Mrs P Dunn       Object Cheadle has poor transport links. I don’t think we need more housing putting 
pressure on this, this town does not need anymore housing.   

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to  PO103 regarding need for new housing. 

PO3169 Mr D Ratcliffe       Object For new housing we should consider rent a shop – let’s get people shopping Cheadle 
– reduce rates for local businesses. The Dr’s surgeries are full – let’s build upon the 
community if we have sufficient resources – for younger generations.   

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3215 Mr D Ratcliffe       Object The road system in Cheadle is already in adequate, way too much traffic. How can we 
justify more housing>? Remove the stupid 2 way 1 way system and this would 
improve the traffic or better still make it a 1 way system! 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO3238 Mr R Lees       Object I don’t think any new housing should be built until a decent road system or ring road 
is built to cure the already congested roads around the town. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO3210 Mr R Ball       Object If more houses are to be built as the traffic is horrendous will towers traffic and 
school time traffic particularly Leek Road and Tean Road? 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO3082 Mr A Hewitt       Object I strongly object to any house or school being built on green fields.  Please stop this 
over development of our town. If development is required logic needs to be 
sustained. Why develop on green field site on the side of town that experiences 
traffic problems via town hall Bank sites closer to the centre of town should be 
considered, if any sites at all. Sites closer to the South/West should be of higher 
importance as infrastructure to get to the city or transport links such as A50 or Blythe 
bridge train station make much more sense. Cheadle’s infrastructure/road system 
cannot cope with increased traffic travelling through – hence sense is to develop at 
the opposite ends of the town. Please use your heads before this town you are 
proposing is ruined for good. Developments next to/on green field site should be 
avoided at all costs, especially when you are looking to develop the wrong side of 
town. If a school is required a better location would be the bottom of Tean Road or 
on Draycott cross road opposite New Hayden Road, these are much better locations 
for parents and commenting, heading to the city. For housing sites behind 
Wedgewood estate would make far more sense, and a school could even be added 
here. This would allow high volumes of children to walk to school. Unlike your current 
plan parents would drive through/out of Cheadle – drop their kids at school before 
heading back through town (hitting a mega busy town hall bank + one way system) to 
get off to work.   Please see sense 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO169 regarding  location of proposed school. 

PO3205 Mr J Hewitt       Object This proposal is the wrong side of town! Cheadle cannot cope with the traffic which 
heads towards the A50/Blythe Bridge, this development should be on the other side 
of the town. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

PO3200 Miss K 
Pickford-Avery 

      Object I don’t understand why it is being proposed to build these houses and school on this 
side of the town. Any new builds should be on the other side of town so as not to 
exacerbate the problems that already exist with traffic of Cheadle! 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO169 regarding location of  proposed school. 

PO3190 Mrs A Rogers       Object More houses is likely to bring more cars. This will add to congestion at rush hour – it is 
already difficult to drive at night and morning because of the heavy traffic . Schools 
and doctors surgeries are already full. Don’t need more problems. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3185 Miss S Ford       Object Strongly object to. Difficult to comprehend  Comments noted. 
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PO3067 Mr J Lawler       Object More services required for residents i.e. Dr’s utilities some more of the empty 
shops/premises in the town Sort out the road issues. You can build more houses – but 
what will people do for work, in need of Dr’s, and gridlocking already poor road 
system. Especially in high season. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3180 Mrs P 
Wordsworth 

      Object Cheadle does not really need more housing , not enough jobs to go round but if need 
be, only  few, we don’t need be, only a few we, don’t need many. We could do with 
another school though somewhere. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3062 Mr C Foster       Object The existing roads in Cheadle cannot cope with the current level of traffic. To build 
significantly more houses will make the road system impossible. Ness Grove was built 
as a small estate road; it is used as a rat run and was not designed to take the current 
level of traffic. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 The Highways  Authority has not raised any issues which would 
prevent future development in this area. 

 

PO3174 Mr P 
Hollywood 

      Object  I feel that Cheadle does not have the required infrastructure to support the proposed 
housing developments. The roads are to support the proposed housing 
developments.   The roads are struggling to hand i.e. the volume of traffic now so I 
cannot see how the town can cope with these proposed changes.  

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3057 Mrs A 
Hollywood 

      Object This town is too small for any more houses the roads ae to narrow and cannot handle 
any more traffic they are already breaking up GP’s surgery are at their limit – waiting 
times are ridiculous Leave this town alone – no more houses 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3107 Mr I Millward       Object Until a workable road system that by passes Cheadle is implemented I am against any 
further population increase. I am also in total agreeance that the population increase 
should reflect employment. Let’s keep Cheadle district green.  Build more houses 
around stoke and Hanley not in a small town like Cheadle. Rebuild on old industrial 
land or where houses used to be, not on green belt land. You cannot get through 
Cheadle in a car now God help us when this happens. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO3295 regarding building in the Potteries.. 
 

PO3113 Miss P 
Millward 

      Object Could you please use the bigger cities for more housing developments not the 
countryside? Green Belt land. 

See response to PO103 regarding  need for new housing. 
 

PO3118 Mr B Clare       Object Before you build anything else in Cheadle you need to get the roads system sorted 
out because it is bad enough now. Also the Dr’s can’t cope with the demand of the 
patients 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO3222 Mr P Heath       Object I strongly object to these plans Green field site should never be built on. They are 
precious assets and not only important for us but our children and wildlife. Once built 
on these sites will never be recovered. There must be many more sites which are 
more suitable for Cheadle’s future housing. The people who make these plans are not 
affected by the outcomes- they don’t live there – they lose the benefits of the green 
fields give. Some of these people don’t even live in Cheadle. The environment is 
talked a lot by government yet they are bent on destroying it and local councils jump 
on the bandwagon for money! Shame on you. 

 See response to PO103 regarding  need for new housing. 

 See response to PO1510 regarding national planning  policy.  
 
 

PO3270 Mr and Mrs A 
Brown 

      Object Maybe the land surrounding the former public house miners rest on Froghall road 
should also be considered for housing. 

 An allowance is made for small sites (less than 10 residential 
units) to come forward as windfall. 

PO3286 Mrs B 
Heesman 

      Object It seems to me that another school is needed also we need another Drs. I walk to 
school with my younger child it takes 25mins the older child is of high school and its 
35mins walk. The traffic going through Cheadle is already far too dangerous and more 
houses add to more traffic. This needs looking into instead of being given excuses all 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 
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the time. 

PO4777 Mr Alan 
Copcutt 

      Object The level and scale of development proposed in CH001 and CH132 , Cheadle North 
and North East, would mean compromising road, health, and safety issues, and will 
not provide Cheadle with an integrated and sustainable development plan. These 
areas I consider to be the least sustainable and desirable locations for development in 
Cheadle.   1. The ‘Preferred Options Site Allocations’ as part of the Local Plan, does 
not include any plans for removing non-essential traffic away from Cheadle and also 
omit any plans to reduce traffic conflicts in and around Cheadle.     2. Current traffic 
levels in and around Cheadle town centre need to be surveyed at all main junctions 
and over a long time period (at least 1 year minimum) to incorporate the daily data 
spikes and also the weekly and seasonal data spikes. The 2015 traffic survey was 
carried out in Dec 2014 and Jan, March and April 2015 and so provides non typical 
data given it was not peak season at Alton Towers, as well as not being able to 
capture data from the ‘Perfect Storm’ conditions of JCB working weeks, Alton Towers 
fully open, School term time, all businesses open.  This is especially a  concern 
considering the extra-ordinary impact on Cheadle,  a Non–Typical market town, due 
to the proximity of  locations of  these 2 organisations: Cheadle is the nearest town 
and access point to the UK’s No1 Theme Park, Alton Towers. The Cheadle area is 
home to JCB, the WORLD’s largest digger manufacturer, with the majority of the main 
factories being in Cheadle or within a 10 mile radius.   The main employment sites are 
situated in the West/South of Cheadle town.   Also, the requirement for  SMDC to 
liaise with neighbouring  Councils, pre-dominantly  Stoke County Council. I can find no 
evidence where SMDC has made any approach to Stoke County Council in order to 
discuss housing allocations and the potential development of housing in an area 
providing job opportunities, which would negate Cheadle becoming a ‘dormitory 
town’.     Brown field sites. The SMDC have not included brown field sites  in the Site 
Options for housing,  Eg. Froghall, Thomas Bolton old works site.  These are a main 
omission by the Council and should be included when considering options for the 
number of houses proposed for Cheadle.     Anti-social behaviour has increased in the 
town more recently (amended).  

 See updated Sustainability Appraisal. 

 The 2015 survey included data when Alton Towers was open.  

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic  and junctions. 

 The council has a Duty to Co-operate with adjacent Local 
Planning Authorities  and Staffordshire County Council, 
meeting regularly to discuss future development /growth 
across the area. 

 Housing sites are also proposed in the South West of Cheadle, 
close to where the existing employment areas are.  

 See response to PO2571 regarding brownfield sites. 

PO4789 Mr Richard 
Gallagher 

      Object We have been promised schools before to fund this school you need developers cash, 
so I think the school will never be developed will get houses built underhanded and 
corruptly. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO4794 Mr Keeling       Object Too much traffic on the roads at peak times. Already Dr’s cannot cope with more 
residents. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

PO7562 Mrs M 
Campbell 

      Object CH093 Since 2009 I have been sending comments and response forms.  My previous 
comments and letters still apply.  I see a link road has been put back on the map 
which will do little to help congestion in the town, probably cause more problems in 
Tean.  If we are to have more housing, roads need to be provided first i.e. a ring road 
further out to channel traffic especially heavy goods vehciles away from the narrow 
roads within Cheadle.  (At present we need many potholes repaired). Also we need 
more medical facilities before more people live here. I enclose copies of my previous 
letters and my husband's in case you have not kept them. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues and link road. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 
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PO6935 Mr M Bullock   Mr Ben 
Weatherley 

Knights LLP Object Following from the comments above, we would encourage the LPA to give further 
consideration to potential changes to the town and Green Belt boundaries in Cheadle 
and support a strategy for releasing sites from the Green Belt through the Local Plan 
process where appropriate - such as to accommodate residential development on 
part of the land in our client’s ownership at Park Lane. Our previous representations 
have included submission of the following: A report in response to the SHLAA setting 
out the proposed development of our client’s site and associated justification (see 
Enclosure 1); A diagram (Enclosure 2) showing the site’s proximity and accessibility to 
Cheadle High Street and other facilities nearby including the nearest bus stops and 
supermarkets (all within walking distance); A further diagram (Enclosure 3) showing 
the site’s relationship to a large number of buildings in the vicinity, which highlights 
the site’s proximity to existing built development and confirms that the northern half 
of the site is an infill plot amongst this existing development; An indicative site plan 
and elevation (Enclosure 4) - featuring an access designed by highway consultants 
(SCP Transport) - to demonstrate that safe and suitable vehicular access onto the site 
could be achieved and showing the development of five detached single storey 
dwellings (with accommodation in the roofspace) on the front (north) part of the site, 
reflecting the building line of the existing residential properties on both sides of our 
client’s site and demonstrating that a suitable housing layout of an appropriate 
density and character for the area could be provided on site taking other relevant 
factors into account. In response to the previous round of consultation, the Council 
published an Options Site Assessment, which forms part of the supporting documents 
to the current consultation. We would like to make the following comments in 
response to the content of the assessment of site CH165: 1. The assessment of site 
CH165 is based on the development of circa 26 dwellings, therefore no account has 
been taken of our previous representations that promote the development of circa 5 
dwellings on the northern part of the site only. We would urge the LPA to reconsider 
the site on this basis. 2. Similarly, reference is made to the Green Belt Review 
concluding that the site makes a significant contribution and should not be 
considered for release, however it is considered that the impact would not be 
significant when considering the development of circa 5 single storey dwellings on the 
northern part of the site only - which is at lower level than the more prominent 
higher ground to the south - and the infill nature of the site (with existing dwellings to 
both sides). The combination of the topography of the lower part of the site and 
provision of dormer   bungalows that would blend into and complement the existing 
dwellings to both sides of the site would limit the impact of the site’s development on 
the Green Belt. 3. We welcome and support the acknowledgment that the site’s 
accessibility to services, facilities and areas of existing employment is likely to have a 
positive effect. 4. Reference is made to the site’s development having a significant 
negative effect as a result of it comprising greenfield, grade 3 agricultural land. 
However, there is a good supply of grade 3 land in the vicinity and furthermore the 
site has severely limited potential for agricultural purposes as a result of its limited 
size and the proximity of existing dwellings to both sides (east and west). 5. With 
regard to access, reference is made to SCC Highways commenting that Park Lane is 
narrow and unmade and would need to be widened and improved to provide access 
to this site. However the road already provides access to a number of residential 
properties - including some further west than our client’s land - and was deemed a 
suitable access to serve other uses nearby including the adjoining cemetery (which 
we understand has or will be doubled in size without such concerns being raised 

See response to Question 26 – Green Belt Boundary comment 
number PO6934. 
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about the use of Park Lane to provide access to it). Furthermore we would also draw 
your attention to the section of our original SHLAA representations (Enclosure 1), 
which provide information on the low number of vehicle movements that would be 
generated by the development of circa five dwellings on the northern part of the site. 
6. Further to the two points above, it is considered that traffic associated with 
residential development of the site would be more acceptable on Park Lane and the 
local highway network in general than the frequent use of larger vehicles associated 
with any future use of the site for agricultural purposes. With all the merits of the site 
in mind we would urge the LPA to re-consider the potential allocation of the 
front/northern part of our client’s land at Park Lane, Cheadle for housing 
development along with associated revisions to the town and Green Belt boundary on 
the edge of Cheadle to accommodate this. The site is being promoted by a willing 
landowner and it is considered that the proposed development of five detached 
dwellings on the subject site is technically deliverable. Given the location and 
characteristics of the site and the availability of local services/utilities/infrastructure 
residential development of this site is economically viable and therefore achievable. 
Whilst the site is located within the Green Belt, we consider that additional sites are 
required to meet the housing needs of Cheadle and the district as a whole, 
particularly given that opportunities to deliver housing on previously developed land 
and other infill or windfall sites within the existing settlement boundary are severely 
limited. The release of land from the Green Belt is now further justified through an 
increase in the housing requirement, and as demonstrated in this submission, and 
other submissions made by Knights to date regarding the land at Park Lane, the 
release of the northern part of this site from the Green Belt is considered to be 
justified, effective, and would be consistent with national policy. I trust that this letter 
is clear in expressing our views regarding potential revisions to the Local Plan to 
incorporate the allocation of land at Park Lane, Cheadle for housing development. 
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PO7466 Ms Linda 
Powell 

      Object The level and scale of development proposed in CH001 and CH132 , Cheadle North 
and North East, would mean compromising road, health, and safety issues, and will 
not provide Cheadle with an integrated and sustainable development plan. These 
areas I consider to be the least sustainable and desirable locations for development in 
Cheadle. The ‘Preferred Options Site Allocations’ as part of the Local Plan, does not 
include any plans for removing non-essential traffic away from Cheadle and also omit 
any plans to reduce traffic conflicts in and around Cheadle.    Current traffic levels in 
and around Cheadle town centre need to be surveyed at all main junctions and over a 
long time period (at least 1 year minimum) to incorporate the daily data spikes and 
also the weekly and seasonal data spikes. The 2015 traffic survey was carried out in 
Dec 2014 and Jan, March and April 2015 and so provides non typical data given it was 
not peak season at Alton Towers, as well as not being able to capture data from the 
‘Perfect Storm’ conditions of JCB working weeks, Alton Towers fully open, School 
term time, all businesses open.  This is especially a  concern considering the extra-
ordinary impact on Cheadle,  a Non–Typical market town, due to the proximity 
of  locations of  these 2 organisations: Cheadle is the nearest town and access point 
to the UK’s No1 Theme Park, Alton Towers. The Cheadle area is home to JCB, the 
WORLD’s largest digger manufacturer, with the majority of the main factories being in 
Cheadle or within a 10 mile radius.  4.The main employment sites are situated in the 
West/South of Cheadle town. 5.Also, the requirement for  SMDC to liaise with 
neighbouring  Councils, pre-dominantly  Stoke County Council. I can find no evidence 
where SMDC has made any approach to Stoke County Council in order to discuss 
housing allocations and the potential development of housing in an area providing job 
opportunities, which would negate Cheadle becoming a ‘dormitory town’.     6. Brown 
field sites. The SMDC have not included brown field sites  in the Site Options for 
housing,  Eg. Froghall, Thomas Bolton old works site.  These are a main omission by 
the Council and should be included when considering options for the number of 
houses proposed for Cheadle. 

 See updated Sustainability Appraisal. 

 The 2015 transport survey included data when Alton Towers 
was open. See response to PO103 regarding traffic and the 
Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 Study (2017).  

 The council has a Duty to Co-operate with adjacent Local 
Planning Authorities  and Staffordshire County Council, 
meeting regularly to discuss future development /growth 
across the area. 

 Housing sites are also proposed in the South West of Cheadle, 
close to where the existing employment areas are.  

 See response to PO2571 regarding brownfield sites. 

PO7460 Mr C Machin       Object The addition of the proposed dwellings will ultimately increase the population of the 
town by approximately 25%, leading to an increase in traffic on existing poor 
infrastructure and exerting additional pressures on already stretched public 
services.  There is potential for the substantial loss of greenfield and agricultural land 
around the edge of the town, leading to environmental implications such as impacts 
on flora and fauna, increasing the risk of flooding and damaging the rural picturesque 
setting of the town.    

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues. 

 See response to PO2571 regarding infrastructure. 

 See response to PO3295 regarding ecological issues. 

 See response to PO624 regarding flooding issues. 

 The Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage Impact Study 

(2016) has considered the preferred option sites and suggests 

site-specific landscape mitigation measures where necessary. 
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PO7054   Danbank 
Developments 
Ltd 

Richard 
Barton 

HOW 
Planning 
LLP 

Object HOW Planning LLP (“HOW Planning”) has been instructed by Danbank Developments 
to prepare and submit representations to the Staffordshire Moorlands: Preferred 
Options Sites and Boundaries consultation (“the Preferred Options Site and 
Boundaries”) . Danbank Developments is the owner of a parcel of land located off 
Brookhouse Way, Cheadle, which benefits from extant outline planning permission 
for a mixed use development comprising a residential development of up to 43 
dwellings and up to 1,350sqm of employment use (Permission Ref. SMD/2014/0655). 
The site location plan is identified at Appendix 1 to this letter.  Illustrated at Map 4.7 
of the Preferred Options Sites and Boundaries are the locations of the preferred 
housing, employment, public open space, and other key infrastructure. One such 
identified element of infrastructure is the ‘Potential Link Road – Indicat ive Route 
Only’ which is identified within draft housing allocations CH085A, CH085B, CH085C, 
CH085D and CH128. Table 4.13B states that land will be safeguarded within these 
draft housing allocations to accommodate a potential link road. 
Danbank Developments acknowledge that the document published for consultation is 
with respect to sites and boundaries only, and that a separate consultation will be 
held later in 2016 regarding policies, however Danbank Developments consider that 
the following points should be considered by the Council and fully addressed within 
the Preferred Options Policies when published later this year. The Indicative Route of 
the Proposed Link Road Map 4.7 provides an indicative route for the proposed link 
road. Whilst Danbank Developments accept that at this stage of the Local plan it is 
onerous to provide a detailing routing of the link road, Danbank Developments do 
have concerns that the Preferred Sites and Boundaries omits to consider the location 
where the link road would be joining the existing road network at its northern 
connection. As drafted, the indicative route of the link road ends within draft 
allocation CH085a. Danbank Developments’ land holding is located to west of draft 
allocation CH085a and provides a connection to Brookhouse Way and onto The Green 
(A521). In the absence of detailed information regarding connections to the existing 
road network, Danbank Developments have concerns regarding the Council’s 
expectation of the Brookhouse Way site in accommodating land for any potential link 
road. Proposed Link Road Evidence Base No detailed evidence, with respect to 
highways or viability/feasibility, has been produced by the Council to support the 
proposed link road. In order to meet the tests of soundness set out at paragraph 182 
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), a Local Plan must be justified and 
effective. To be justified, the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when 
considered against the reasonable alternative, based on proportionate evidence; and 
to be effective, the plan should be deliverable over its period. In the absence of 
detailed evidence to support the proposed link road, the tests of the NPPF are not 
met. As such, Danbank Developments reiterate that this evidence must inform the 
Preferred Options Policies when published later this year to ensure that the Local Plan 
promotes a sound strategy of this key infrastructure. Given the present uncertainties 
detailed within this letter, Danbank Developments would be grateful if a meeting 
could be arranged with the Council to discuss the relationship between the 
Brookhouse Way site and the proposed link road. 

 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. 

 It should be noted that as part of the Land Off Brookhouse 
Way Outline planning approval for a mixed development with 
associated open space, highways and landscaping, the 
extension to Brookhouse Way will provide a section of a spine 
road to traverse up to the edge of the disused railway line. 
Such a road would not initially link the A521 and A522 but 
could form part of a future link road to do so.  

PO7088 M Ellicock       Object Cheadle is a very pleasant town to live in at the moment, sadly it is in danger of being 
completely ruined by developers. 

 Comments noted. 
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PO6852 unknown 
unknown 

  Mr G 
Willard 

  Object The plan fails to provide suitable and clearly identified sites for small scale local 
housing which may be suitable for local house-builders or those who wish to build 
their own homes. There is a significant need for such land as the identified article 
(Appendix A) clearly sets out. The site herein identified could provide a site for up to 
and for no more than 10 self build housing units. Such provision would accord wholly 
with the NPPF. The same article identities a recent survey which shows ‘  that Lack 
of    available and viable land was the most commonly cited barrier to increasing 
output’ identified by small builders. Para 159 of the NPPF says the following in respect 
of planning for housing provision: Local planning authorities should have a clear 
understanding of housing needs in their area. They should: • prepare a Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs, working with 
neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative 
boundaries. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment: • should identify the scale and 
mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need 
over the plan period which: – meets household and population projections, taking 
account of migration and  demographic change; – addresses the need for all types of 
housing, including affordable housing and the needs of different groups in the 
community (such as, but not limited to,families with children, older people, people 
with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own homes ); 34 
and  – caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet 
this demand;  • prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to 
establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely 
economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan 
period. * Note - my emphasis in bold. Albeit that the council may contest that this 
plan is not looking to identify smaller sites it does propose a revised town boundary 
which inherently will fix both the location of major housing sites and determine 
where small or infill housing sites may go in the future. There are few if any small 
sites identified within the plan. For this reason the proposed Green Belt and 
settlement boundary ought to be changed and a small custom build housing site in 
respect of land off Park Lane be included within the plan as set out in this submission. 
Appendix A - Article from web site of Federation of Master-builders. HOUSING AND 
PLANNING THE NEED FOR NEW HOUSE BUILDING New house building brings 
enormous economic and social benefits and it is widely accepted that there is a 
pressing need for the UK to build many more homes than it is currently doing. The 
number of households in England alone is growing at the rate of over 220,000 each 
year, yet only 124,520 new homes were built in England in 2014/15. The last time 
more than 200,000 homes were built in a single year in England was in 1988. THE 
DECLINE OF SMES IN THE HOUSE BUILDING INDUSTRY An analysis of NHBC statistics 
shows that in 1988, firms completing less than 500 units per annum delivered two-
thirds of all new homes in the UK. However, the number of small and medium sized 
(SME) house building firms has declined significantly since then and in 2014 only 30% 
of new homes were delivered by firms of this size. This trend has accelerated over the 
course of the economic downturn, with the number of SME house builders in 
operation having halved since 2007. This represents a serious loss of capacity in the 
UK house building industry which must begin to be reversed if we are to start building 
the number of new homes we need. We need to enable growth in output among 
existing firms, an increase in new entrants to the industry and make better use the of 
the large numbers of skilled small contractors who would have the capacity. In order 
to do this, we need to address the major barriers and structural constraints which 

 See response to Question 26 – Green Belt Boundary, comment 
number PO6843. 

 Local Plan Policy H1 refers to self-build. 
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continue to operate on SME house builders. • Access to finance for small developers 
and new entrants • The availability of suitable and viable small sites • 
Disproportionate cost, complexity and delay in the planning system • Excessive 
demands for developer contributions placed on small sites FMB HOUSE BUILDERS 
SURVEY The FMB conducts a yearly survey of its house builder members.   Download 
The FMB's 2015 House Builders Survey (PDF, 2.5MB). Some of the key findings of the 
2015 Survey are: • 'Lack of available and viable land' was the most commonly cited 
barrier to increasing output (68% of respondents) followed by 'lack of finance to the 
company' (62%). • 27% cited lack of skilled workers as a major barrier to supply and 
this increased to 32% when asked to look ahead at the next three years. • Asked to 
rate current lending conditions to SMEs for residential property development from 
zero to five the average score was 1.59; this was p from 1.20 in 2014 and 0.95 in 
2013. • 27% of respondents reported improved lending conditions, though two-thirds 
(67%) reported no change. • 52% of respondents stated that they were involved in 
sites which were stalled for financial reasons. • 56% of respondents stated that the 
Government's 'Starter Homes' scheme is a product which they believe could make 
business sense for them to build and sell. • 41% of respondents said that there were 
sites which they would otherwise be interested in but which they believed would be 
unviable due to likely Section 106, Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or other 
obligations. 

PO6936 Ms Joanne 
Harrison 

      Object I have attached a plan for Cheadle which shows in red 3 areas of land that we would 
like listed as industrial employment sites. Can these sites be included in the Local 
Plan? (Area 1 is adjacent to the junction of Draycott Cross Road & Delphouse Road - 
Green Belt) (Area 2 is north of Hillside Industrial Park - Green Belt) (Area 3 is part of 
previous site option CH094 - Green Belt) 

 The NPPF states that once established, Green Belt boundaries 

should only be altered in exceptional circumstances and the 

recent Housing White Paper reiterates this commitment.  

 Areas 1 & 2 fall within parcel S15 of the Green Belt review 

which  comprises pasture, woodland and isolated dwellings 

and there is some evidence of a role in helping to contain the 

various industrial intrusions (outside the Green Belt) 

associated with the westerly edge of Cheadle: 

- Check unrestricted sprawl – contribution 

- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 

- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 

- Setting of towns – contribution 

- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 Area 3 falls within parcel S17 of the Green Belt review which 

comprises a complex parcel comprising woodland, pasture and 

extensive disused mineral workings, adjoining  sprawling 

industrial land constituing the westerly edge of Cheadle: 

- Check unrestricted sprawl – contribution 

- Prevent towns merging – limited contribution 

- Safeguarding from encroachment – contribution 

- Setting of towns – limited contribution 

- Assist regeneration – limited contribution  

 Although the sites are well related to the edge of Cheadle and 

existing industrial areas, it is considered that there are no 

exceptional circumstances to justify amendment of the Green 
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Belt boundary in this location.  There are other employment 

sites available in Cheadle not located in the Green Belt. 

PO8987 Mrs L J Hurst       Object This objection is in respect of the proposed new road passing through the above sites 
(CH085a, CH085b, CH085c, CH085d and CH128) and running between Tean Road at 
Mobberley and The Green, Brookhouses. What will it achieve? 

See response to PO103 regarding link road.  

PO8989 Mrs L J Hurst       Object My general comment is that I feel that I have not been listened to, having responded 
to the last consultation with support for and objections to proposals I feel it was all in 
vain and no-one is 'seeing sense' for Cheadle. I would have liked to have seen my 
facial reaction when I saw the latest preferred sites because I was shocked and 
thought "What's the Point?" But it's my town and I want to do my best for it. 

 Comments noted. 

PO7522 Mr Philip 
Walton 

      Object CH093 Summary of representation - please see full response (attached). Object to the 
development of this site for the following reasons: not enough capacity in local 
schools & additional school traffic created; doctors, dentists and shops are all over 
1km which will create more traffic; Staffs CC ruled out a southern link road; Latest 
traffic survey is not available; access to the site would be difficult; flooding issues 
along River Tean and surface water flooding issues; access to the site is bounded by a 
railway line which is leased by Network Rail to Moorlands and City Railways Ltd on a 
15 year lease from 2011. Reopening of the line is possible; consultation is being 
repeated when a previous attempt was thrown out; one consultation meeting was 
inadequate; open space cannot be replaced; lack of public open space; green spaces 
indicated are playing fields with no public access; scale of building is disproportionate 
to the size of Cheadle's infrastructure; sites to the north of Cheadle would bring this 
balance provided additional facilities such as schools, shops, dentists and doctors are 
provided; where are all the people going to come from to fill these new houses? lack 
of public open space and existing spaces need improving; no new spaces indicated on 
the plans; few employment plans, where are all the new people going to work? roads 
are inadequate for the current levels of traffic; medical facilities are already 
overstretched. An improvement in the infrastructure of the town would help the 
general acceptance of these proposals 

A small part of CH093 has now been included within CH085d.  
Please see comments in relation to this site.  The rest of CH093 is 
not included as a preferred housing site.  
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PO7487 Mrs Carol Hill       Object CH165 What are you playing at ?, having attended the final 'drop in' event presented 
at the Guild Hall Cheadle, the over-riding mood of the public in attendance was one of 
'all the decisions have already been made', Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 
and it's attending officers are putting on a passive 'show' before getting on with it. 
We have studied the on-line draft plan and are alarmed to see CH165 with the 
number 65 in brackets on the draft. Having studied and cross referenced other sites 
we are reasonably sure this refers to the number of proposed dwellings. CH165 is a 
tiny constrained, ill conceived potential site with lousy access, exactly opposite the 
soon to be extended Cheadle cemetery. We do hope that the figure printed on CH165 
is an unfortunate printing error, we all make mistakes even Staffordshire Moorlands 
District Council ! If our original objection to the forwarding of this small piece of land 
as having potential for housing development is studied, you will note that we point 
out that the original site assessment form states in the Strengths/Opportunities 
column quote NOT ALL OF THE SITE WOULD HAVE TO BE INCLUDED un-quote, Also on 
the assessment form the FULL CAPACITY is stated at 26 dwellings. The site assessment 
form goes onto suggest that not all of the site would have to be used, this statement 
makes complete nonsense i.e propose 26 houses, settle for less, maybe even less 
than the minimum small town criterion Oh and you stick No 65 on it. Finally the' draft' 
plan demonstrates that Cheadle will never be the same again, changed for the worse, 
decisions have been made from the top down, typically those making the decisions 
will not suffer the consequences. One final question, with the odd exception when 
did the elected Councillors stop acting on and considering the interests of those 
people that voted for them, some don't even have the decency an manners to reply 
to questions and e-mails !   As our original objection said, we did object and still do 
most strongly to CH165 even being considered for housing development. 

Site CH165 was included as a potential site at the site options 
stage but was not included at the preferred options stage.  

PO9083 Mr Greg 
Powell 

Cheadle Unite     Object Summary of representation (see attached) The site option detailed on the maps do 
not reflect the level of development proposed through to 2031. Of the remaining 
requirement of 1029 dwellings, nearly half are not as yet identified, including 445 
described a s small urban extensions. Further housing proposals have already been 
considered and approved e.g. Thorley Drive - 60 properties that are not considered as 
part of the housing allocation. The local community are not being presented with a 
clear picture of the full likely impact on the town and landscape. 

 Table 4.11 in the Preferred Options document lists the 
anticipated housing provision for Cheadle up to 2031.  Sites 
included as urban extensions are included in Table 4.13 B). 

 The Thorley Drive planning permission can be taken into 

account as a housing commitment once the final decision 

notice has been issued.  Housing commitments form part of 

the supply of new housing and will be deducted from the 

required provision for Cheadle.     

PO9074 Mr Greg 
Powell 

Cheadle Unite     Object Summary of representation (see attached) Strategy ignores reality and promotes a 
declining standard of living due to road issues. Cheadle has serious road network 
issues that are a barrier to further expansion of the town. Traffic surveys have found 
that roads are already running at capacity. All SMDC have done is suggest a SW 
bypass but the reality is that no road improvements are mandatory before more 
housing is developed. Understand that SMDC did look at a NW link road but the costs 
were prohibitive. Surely if no adequate road improvements can be made 
development must go where the infrastructure exists e.g. Stoke-on-Trent. 

 See response to PO103 regarding traffic issues and the SW link 
road. 

 See response to PO3295 regarding meeting housing needs. 
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PO10261 Mrs Jennifer C 
Moreton 

      Object Site ref CH093 Settlement CHEADLE In this area there is a major flaw in the fact that 
you are taking away all of the available access to countryside. Cheadle was built in a 
basin apart from the North which has a continuation of green fields for miles to 
Kingsley Holt, Whiston etc. On the south west the only countryside left is one small 
field and Huntley Woods were are not accessable to public. Therefore this will be 
COMPLETE OVER KILL OF THE SOUTH WEST OF CHEADLE. You will diminish the 
availabiliy to walk this countryside by all the residents who use it on a very regular 
basis. In your plan you are joining Cheadle with Teanford and this is not fair or 
acceptable to the South West residents. You also will need to break through the area 
of the old railway line . This area close to the Huntley woods has great potential as a 
place of pleasure something we are very short of in Cheadle and indeed should be 
preserved not decimated the whole of this area greatly adds to the quality of life to us 
in the South West. The road you have on your plan shows it goes nowhere! in 1998 
The SMDC fought ardently with Danbank saying the road was not viable and the 
expense was far too great. This road would not help the traffic because most of the 
traffic travelling through goes to the Potteries.It was suggested at that enquiry the 
builders would never finish this road because the costs were too great. Staffs County 
Council then said there were no financies availableat that time and the case remains 
the same to-day.In the South West we already take the brunt for 2 High Schools, 1 
Sixth Form and 1 Primary school,also most of Cheadle's Industry, Why are you 
persisting in creating more congestion in an area already experienceing problems ? a 
SOUTH WEST LINK ROAD WILL NOT WORK AS IT WAS IN 1998 IT IS A ROAD TO 
KNOWHERE. The adjacent houses to the areas I refer are approx 500 Houses, 
(Dandillions estate and Wedgewood estate). Your plans are to ajoin another 500 
making a 1,000 mass of residential properties. This is not good planning. These 
houses should be divided into smaller groups and distributed more evenly around the 
town. Why is there no building suggested for the North i.e. Leek Road A522 areas. JCB 
is in Leek Road and we have to cope with the traffic and employees coming from the 
South of Cheadle. Whereas I am not suggesting 500 be built there I do consider that 
part of the area on the East Side of Leek Road would be viable. This would also help 
with the proposed School in the North East. The School Buses we have to contend 
with amount to approx 30/40 buses, taxi's mini buses per day morning and night as 
well as numerouse parental transport. This South West is a further walking distance 
to our town centre than Leek Road. Does the Government not suggest houses should 
be built as close as possible to the centre of a Town ? 

 See response to PO7522 regarding site CH093. 

 See response to PO103 regarding SW link road. 

PO9639 Mr B Moreton       Object Summary of representation (see attached) Link road Sites depend on the delivery of a 
Southern Link Road for access. The ‘disused’ railway line to the west owned by 
Network Rail has a 15 year lease to Moorlands and City Railway and could reopen. 
The rail route should be protected. Access to the sites is therefore not available from 
the North and West. From the south access would be through Green Belt land from a 
dangerous bend on the Tean Road and add more traffic. Building of a southern link 
road was refused at the Core Strategy examination. The road is not listed in the 
Staffordshire County Council list of schemes and there is a policy of implementing 
initiatives to reduce traffic rather than to provide for growth. New link road would do 
nothing to relieve traffic problems in Cheadle. 

 See response to PO103 regarding SW link road. 
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PO395 Mrs Joanne 
Chadwick 

        The developments plans seem very unbalanced as regards to Cheadle town.  The 
south west seem to have drawn the short straw and I cannot see why. When you 
reassess the road situation please can you do it at a prime time when the schools are 
open, alton towers is open and JCB are working, not in the holidays as you have 
previously done.  This may give you a clearer picture of why residents are concerned. I 
am not opposed to some development as I thiink it is good for the town but this plan 
has too many houses for a town like Cheadle, with not enough emphasis on the retail 
aspect.  I still question why certain areas or Cheadle seem to have escaped without 
any development and if the housing allocation has to remain then this maybe should 
be reviewed and it shared more evenly throughout the town. This may support 
resident acceptance of the scheme! 

 See response to PO103 regarding the tansport studdy and 
traffic. 

 See response to PO624 regarding the economic benefits of 
new housing.  

  The Council has considered a number of sites within and on 
the edge of Cheadle. The majority of the proposed area for 
housing  is  located within  the existing town boundary. It is 
acknowledged that together the cumulative amount of 
housing in this area would be significant, however, there are 
infrastructure benefits arising from allocating a larger area for 
residential development, such as highway improvements, 
affordable housing and community facilities such as public 
open space.   

 

 


	Q24 Do you have any comments on the proposed town boundary for Cheadle?
	Q25 Do you have any comments on the proposed visual and public open spaces for Cheadle?
	Q26 Do you have any comments on the Green Belt boundary for Cheadle?
	Q27 Do you have any comments on the proposed employment sites in Cheadle?
	Q28 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocations
	Q28 Sites CH001 and CH132
	Q28 Mobberley Sites
	Q28 New allocations – within the urban area

	Q29 Do you have any comments on the potential location for a new school in Cheadle?
	Q30 Do you have any comments on the Cheadle town centre boundary?
	Q31 Do you have any comments on the Cheadle primary and secondary frontages?
	Q32 Do you have any other comments to make regarding Cheadle?



