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Dear Sir/Madam ‘ ' 5™ December, 2022

Local Plan -Meecebrook Garden Community

I am writing to object to the Meecebrook Garden Community proposals.

Having spent all my married life on a dairy and arable farm in Chebsey before retiring to
Eccleshall I feel T have a good understanding of the countryside and the topography of
the land in the proposed Meecebrook development.

I am shocked and appalled that you are even considering building on prime Grade 2 and 3
agricultural land when you have brownfield sites available within the borough. Why aren't
you using such sites, equally you should not be agreeing to accept other councils housing
shortfall at the expense of our valuable and irreplaceable agricultural land.

All neighbouring councils have either brownfield or much lower grade agricultural land
available so why aren't they using this? You should not be taking their shortfall when such
fand is available.

Our countryside and habitat is unique and we should be preserving it not destroying it!

I am horrified that you see our agricultural land as a pawn to offer to others to enable
your policy to stand any form of scrutiny. As a Borough Council you should be appalled at
the decision you have made, it certainly isn't in the best interest of the countryside and
those that live in it.

Future generations deserve the opportunities we have had, don't erase the rural way of
life forever, embrace it and start to understand it.

Travelling on the narrow lanes around Chebsey, Norton Bridge and Eccleshall at present
can be a nightmare especially when the M6 is closed due to accidents etc., which is often.
These villages are used as rat-runs and the roads just aren't made for the speed and
volume of traffic that use them, goodness only knows what will happens when the cars
from the proposed Meecebrook development start using the side roads before the

infrastructure is in place.
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Also, why are you considering building on land that floods, surely you are exasperating the
issue. Again there are other sites in the Borough that are far more suitable to such a
development, use them!

Finally with everything that is going on in the werld, in Ukraine and Global Warming etc.,
surely we need to be more self-sufficient in our food production and be more aware of the
impact on our carbon footprint. With your plans for Meecebrook you totally erode both of
these national and international issues and your own policies. On a large area of land within
the development, potatoes are grown for human consumption and the other land eats up
carbon emissions. Why on earth destroy what is actually helping our climate and the
countries food production.

Please, please re-think your short sighted pians and help retain the remaining rural
hamlets/villages and farming communities within the Chebsey Parish and surrounding areas
before it's too late. What we need is realistic and correct decisions to be made and not
based on idealistic views and unrealistic goals.

Finally, T would like to confirm my objection to the Meecebrook proposals.

Yours faithfully

Beryl Ainsworth
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 10 December 2022 07:51

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Helen Ainsworth

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: Theee are not benefits to local residents, only disadvantages. We have chosen
to live in the country, you are planning to destroy this way of life.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No

Comments: No reply



Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture Z?]%e i
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: rosert AinsworTH [

Sent: 09 December 2022 13:54
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: Meecebrook "Garden Settlement”

Good Afternoon,

We would like to Object to the "Meecebrook - Garden Settlement for the following reasons, please see below:-

Objections against Meecebrook — Garden Settlement

1. 1 There isn't a guarantee that the schools proposed will be built; example in the Telford area, only one built
out of two, as the Local Authority did not have the funds to run the second.

2. Facilities we are told will not be built initially; the local Dr’s Surgery is already over capacity in Eccleshall.

3. The proposed new Railway Station will be unaffordable; Network Rail spent vast amounts of money
inputting lines to improve rail capacity through Norton Bridge; to input lines for slow traffic would not be
feasible.

4. Stafford is now de-centralised, commuters from the proposed Settlement would drive because most
businesses & shops are out of Town as is also the case in Stoke-on-Trent.

5. Proposed New Solar Farm: currently capacity is not available through Western Power to put this on the
current System.

6. Junction 15 would not be able to cope with the extra traffic; due to already being at full capacity.
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7. The loss of prime agricultural food producing land; the Pandemic proving the need to produce more of our
own food for the Country.

Please issue a Receipt.

Regards

Robert & Anne Ainsworth
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From: I

Sent: 07 December 2022 21:11

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Local Plan - Meecebrook Garden Development
Attachments: Meecebrook objection

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached my objection to the Meecebrook Garden Settlement element of the Proposed
Local Plan.

Yours faithfully,

M Ainsworth-Hickman



Reference ID Code: 144; Ainsworth-Hickman, M. - Part B Page 9

To Whom It May Concern
Stafford Borough Council Preferred Options, Consultation Response

5" December 2022

I am writing as a resident of Chebsey Parish. I was born in the parish and have lived in Chebsey all my
working life.

I am deeply concerned and in fact staggered that SBC have chosen Meecebrook over other sites. Having
looked at the matrix on all the proposed sites I have to add that there are clear inaccuracies which is very
misleading and it doesn’t present a fair playing field. Equally you don’t appear to have considered the
cumulative impact the proposed development will have on Chebsey people or, in fact Chebsey Parish
residents as a whole.

SBC Strategic Development Site Options recognises a great deal of the land in the proposed Meecebrook
Development is of Grade 2 and 3, the best and most versatile agricultural land with large pockets of
deciduous woodland priority habitat. By using all this prime agricultural land how can SBC meet its
Economic Policy, where one of its stated aims is to deliver growth in agriculture and forestry. Where does
it plan to find replacement Grade 2 and 3 farmland in excess of the 974 acres it plans to destroy?
Common-sense needs to prevail here. Surely as a Borough you should be protecting our high grade
farmland and not erasing it, one must ask the question just how important is agriculture in the eyes of
SBC?

I am equally concerned that you are destroying Grade 2 and 3 farmland at the expense of meeting the
needs of neighbouring Boroughs/Authorities. One cannot believe that these Authorities/Borough don’t
have brownfield sites or their own agricultural land. SBC should not be allowed to destroy our heritage at
the expense of other Authorities/Borough safeguarding their own. Proof should be available to confirm
that SBC aren’t being used by other Authorities/Boroughs.

In relation to a proposed garden community development, I strongly believe it should first and foremost
include a brownfield site. Several of the site options fulfilled this, but you continued to choose
Meecebrook, why I ask. Surely by being able to remediate previously developed land SBC have missed a
real meaningful opportunity as well as being able to safeguard high yielding agricultural land.

There is frequent flooding within the development area and surrounding countryside. Chebsey itself
suffers the effects of flooding frequently as it sits in the valley with the River Sow running through it, this
will only be exasperated if large areas of land are built on. I believe of the 7 sites considered there are
more suitable sites that do not have flooding issues.

Acknowledging the MOD pulled out, was a new appraisal of the options done? No evidence can be found
to substantiate that a re-evaluation was done!

In relation to the proposed railway, how can it be projected that 42% of residents of the proposed
Meecebrook development will use the train to get to work in Stoke, this line doesn’t go to Stoke!
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Residents would have to catch a train to Stafford and then go to Stoke; hence they won’t use the train but
will use their cars. Also the viability of a railway station must be considered; by saying its feasible isn’t
sufficient. Anything is feasible but viability is the key thing. I cannot believe that SBC didn’t get a
viability study done by Network Rail before they made their preferred option known.

Transport infrastructure is a major issue. The existing road network around Chebsey Parish cannot cope
with the projected increase in vehicles that the proposed Meecebrook development would bring especially
in the early stages of building and before the transport infrastructure is in place. I believe the proposed
Meecebrook development will not produce a carbon neutral community and the proposed Meecebrook
development is not in close proximity to the Strategic Road Network as you state.

Both schools and doctors in Eccleshall and Stone are at capacity at the present time and again these
services will grind to a standstill if they are threatened with a further increase in numbers whilst the
financial feasibility of building new premises happens.

I equally have major concerns for the Police, Fire, Ambulance and Hospital provision in the area. Without
additional funding it is impractical to expect them to deal with such a huge increase in families needing
their help and support. I am concerned that healthcare provision is not included in the list of amenities
under section L of Policy 7. Funding must be guaranteed before any development commences.

I note that within the housing development area around Hilcote Hall you do not appear to be aware of the
contaminated land and thus the cost of remediation will need to be factored in.

In relation to housing numbers, I am concerned and question the numbers you state.
Given the statement made by Michael Grove and Rishi Sunak today, are you looking to re-evaluate these
numbers? Finally in the statement, it said that communities should have a greater voice in the decision

making process, are you going to uphold this and how do you propose to achieve it
2

Finally to sum up, I would like to re-iterate that I strongly oppose the preferred option of the Meecebrook
Development and ask that SBC reconsider its decision.

Mrs. M. Ainsworth-Hickman
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From: Preferred Options Consultation ||| G
Sent: 06 December 2022 23:34

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Abigail Aldridge

Email: I

Prefer not to say

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database i}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: This proposal will impact negatively on the village of Yarnfield, specifically the
roads as they can not cope currently. We already have near miss accidents on a daily basis
and increasing the traffic flow with the current road layout will be a disaster. The
environmental impact will also be huge. Since the work of HS2 lots of wildlife has been

disturbed and forced to re-locate - we are witnessing more and more deer in our village and
on our roads this is sad to see.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
2
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support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: I

Sent: 19 November 2022 10:38

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Proposed housing development on Ashflats
Hello

I am writing with regard to a proposal to build 358 houses on the land between Ashflats Lane and the A449 in
Stafford.

A similar plan was put forward about eight years ago and was rejected by the Government Inspector after it had
gone to appeal. The reasons for that rejection remain the same as they were then and | cannot understand why
this proposal has been brought forward again. Can | remind you of the objections raised on that occasion?

1. Access. The site can only be accessed by a country lane(Ashflats) and/or a narrow entrance onto the A449 right
by the railway bridge. Itis quite a tricky stretch of road at the moment without any extra traffic

2. This is a Greenfield site. We are even more aware, after Covid, of the importance of having ‘green lungs' in built
up areas and | know how many people use both the fields and the lane for exercise as | walk there most days myself.
One of the advantages of living in Stafford is that most areas have easy access to open countryside. This asset, once
lost, will be lost for ever

Stafford has done well in making good use of brownfield sites (eg the land around St Austin's Church) but there are
still areas near the town centre which could be developed to provide housing.

3. 358 houses will mean about double that number of cars. Already Stafford roads are clogged up with traffic which
becomes even worse when the motorway is closed for any reason- a not infrequent occurance. At this time when
we are so aware of the impact of Climate Change do we really want to increase our carbon footprint in this way?As
well as making local travel a really unpleasant experience.

4, Infrastructure already is inadequate in this area. Where are the school places, doctors surgeries when we have a
system already overloaded? The bus service from Moss Pit has been reduced and is not reliable therefore the
residents of this proposed estate will be forced to take their cars to travel to shops and services.

5. Flooding . Although this site rarely floods, the land on the other side of the A449 frequently does. | can't see that
building on the other side of the road will help this situation.

6. Will the proposed housing be built to be sustainable in terms of energy use? Will insulation, heat pumps, solar
panels etc be part of the construction? Looking at the new housing around Stafford, | see no sign of any of these
innovations and yet if we are to have a sustainable future they should be absolutely essential

I hope that you will rethink these proposals very carefully and in the interests of , not just the
local residents but of Stafford generally

Yours sincerely
Maureen Alecock

Sent from my Galaxy
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 27 October 2022 14:25
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Robert G. Alker

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? No reply

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: Without appropriate employment opportunities within the same area planned
growth would increase commuting to larger conurbations resulting in congestion (e.g.
motorways)

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: Diminishing agricultural land as a consequence would diminish meaning we
will rely more in imports and therefore the area/UK will be non-sustainable

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No

Comments: This is hobby-horse reasoning and as no bearing on the development in and
around Stafford. Net-zero carbon in the UK is lubricous without international cooperation.
which is non-existent with China and India continually building coal -fired power stations

1
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and south American countries destroying carbon-negative forests.

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No
Comments: It is simply not and evidently not true that Greenbelt is being protected.
Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: Evidence shown within the 'Stafford Plan' clearly shows neighbourhood plan
boundaries are being ignored

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: Another example of Greenbelt abuse and again where is the APPROPIATE
employment opportunities to warrant this development

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: Yes only because there is already a vast development in that area
Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: For reasons already stated

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes

Comments: All

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply
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Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No
Comments: Already stated

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No

Comments: Gypsies yes, Travellers no as the latter should settle and pay appropriate rates,
they are not an ethnic minority

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: To vast a question to actually say yes or no, but no to urbanisation of rural
areas

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: | think the whole idea of architectural design and road management should be
reviewed radically with the new technologies available today.

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: It is at odds with housing growth without APPROPIATE employment
opportunities

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

3
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Comments: The plan is a somewhat blinkered idea of what is required, based on historical
method and national government pressure.

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: Building houses is not a plan, especially as when interest rates rise demand
will decrease. Everything else within the plan is a consequence. One wonders whether the
impetus of all these developments is to increase local government income rather than

solve any particular problem. There is no plan to make it more attractive for industry in the
area

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 17 November 2022 13:59
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Linda Allbutt

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | think that our road systems in the area would not sustain the extra 6000
homes proposed under this development. May | suggest that this would be approximately
12000 adults needing to get to work in the area or trying to access the local motorway. |
also struggle to see how, even though there is a proposed school and health centre, where
do we find the people to staff these. Our GP surgery in nearby Eccleshall is struggling to
see patients within a month of a requested appointment as they don't have enough

staff. GPs are leaving the profession in their droves, as are teachers. | could not see the
proposed map of the development but have been told that it comes down to Sturbridge
crossroads, which is very close to Eccleshall village. The road into Eccleshall is always

blocked during peak times and the High Street cannot cope with existing traffic. Is it
possible to have access to the full map of the proposed development please?

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: Not sure whether you have really considered the impact on our roads and

services .
3



Page 23
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: I

Sent: 07 December 2022 08:09

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Meecebrook Garden Settlement
Dear Sirs,

| am a resident in Norton Bridge and object to the proposed settlement in Meecebrook. We already have
flooding from some excavations to the Old Issaac Walton Golf course with excessive soil being illegally
dumped behind our house. The surrounding grounds are extremely wet and this was one of the reasons
the golf course closed as the drainage is very poor. These building will only make this problem worse. The
roads are going to be affected with the HS2 preparations with excess heavy traffic and noise. We have only
recently had years of disruption due to the change of the existing railway lines for many years.

The sacred Green belt country side is being destroyed.

My self and my family oppose this proposal.

Yours sincerely

Mrs Sally Allman

Mr Ken Allman
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From: aill Atisop |

Sent: 06 December 2022 13:36
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: Fwd: Re Meecebrook - New Garden Settlement

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Gill Allsop I
Date: 28 November 2022 at 13:03:52 GMT
To: I

Subject: Re Meecebrook - New Garden Settlement

Dear Sirs

We are most concerned about this recent project for the following reasons:-

The land around the area already suffers with repeated flooding during wet weather.

Over spill on sewage.

Water and drainage. A constant problem. The area being suggested is already subject to a flood
plain

Lack of accessibility. Eccleshall is already chaotic with not sufficient parking and traffic congestion.
More houses will create more traffic.

If infrastructure is provided who is to say that people will not use the over loaded roads of Eccleshall
as a means of getting to the motorway.

Access for emergency vehicles.

We request confirmation of receipt.

Thanking you

Charles & Gill Allsop

Sent from my iPad
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From: vatt Ange! |

Sent: 09 December 2022 12:05

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Meecebrook - Garden Settlement
Hi,

I'm writing to you in relation to the proposed Meecebrook - Garden Settlement development.
As a resident at Lakesedge, Stone | am utterly appaled at the lack of consideration going into this project.

We have experienced a severe lack of services since moving into the parish, relying on Stone for doctors, dentists
and grocery shopping. The reality is that we have been unable to get a single doctors appointment, even with my
wife seriously ill earlier in the year who subsequently was admitted to A&E in Stoke after an infection turned into a
life threateing disease. Something we were told could have been picked up much earlier at the local GP. Hadn't we
taken this action she would likely be in a critical condition or at the very worst, dead. The waiting list for an NHS
dentist is several years meaning we have to pay for a private practice. Regarding shopping, the next option is
Stafford Tesco or Asda which is a 20 minute drive and the Morrisons is not fit for purpose being mid-sized and not a
superstore.

Having another 6,000+ residents who will be relying on this infrastructure and services is ill-thought of and lacks any
respect for current and even future residents of the area. The traffic stemming from the A34 and Eccleshall Road
into Stone will see some serious congestion problems. The ring road around Stone will turn into a car park. HS2 is
starting to demonstrate some serious traffic flow issues around the area.

The Staffordshire countryside is a beautiful place yet we are to see 970+ acres be destroyed.

| object this new development completely and would welcome you to speak with me directly if you require any
further clarification.

Regards,

Matt Angell
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 10 December 2022 05:06

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: David ankers

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No
Comments: Impact on surrounding community
Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
2
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 07 December 2022 14:21
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: ken Argyle

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

The Plan for Walton is a disgrace.Over 1000 homes have been built in Walton over the last
few years.Residents have had to put up with building on Agricultural land. Not only have
they had to put up with noise dirt and disruption, any money from the developers has been

3
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earmarked for spending on west bridge park by SBC. A Facility That Stafford Borough
Own.The money belongs to Walton ,and should be spent in Walton There has been No
Added Infrastructure to Walton .despite over 1000 new homes.Stafford Borough preferred
plan is only preferred by Stafford Borough Conservative Councilors.Stone Borough
Councilors seem to have had No Say at all in what's best for Stone. There are Brown
field sites available to cover the required development, instead of using a working farm
.The site proposed by Stafford Borough for Development has been the subject of several
judicial reviews, objecting to homes been built on the site , which the Local residents
won.The only way that Stafford Borough can proceed with the proposed developments by
changing the Present Development Boundary .Stafford Borough does not state this in its
plan.They have also previously supported the objections raised by local
residents.regarding development of the site . Why the change now .



Reference ID Code: 154; Ash Flats Residents Action Group

From: I
Sent: 01 December 2022 21:15

To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: STAFMB3

Land at ASH FLATS
Ref STAFMB3

On behalf of the Ash Flats Residents Action Group

29" November 2022

Sirs

Please find below our objections regarding the land at Ash Flats being included in the new local
plan.

-This land was subject to a failed large scale planning attempt ( 13/19524/0UT) and a subsequent
judicial review fully backed by your Council.

-These appeals and the judicial review have been held as a nationwide precedent for successful
appeals since.

See https://www.richboroughestates.co.uk/appeal/land-between-ashflats-lane-and-a449-mosspit-
stafford-st18-

9bp/ http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/AttachmentShowServlet?ImageName=38458

1

-Housing numbers have been met in previous years and will be again.

-Large scale development is not in keeping with this rural area

-This land is valuable farm land used for grazing, growing crops and animal feed production

-This land has a very well used footpath through it encouraging healthy exercise and recreation

-Entrance and exits are potentially unsafe for such a rural area, Ashflats Lane is very narrow and
twisty.

-There is a wide diversity of wildlife in these fields including foxes, badgers, newts, buzzards, native
birds
1
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-Hedges and large trees would be lost which aid carbon reduction from the M6 motorway which is
very close

-There is a small pond and a watercourse again encouraging wildlife and helping

Debra Blakeman-Barratt
Co-ordinator on behalf of Ash Flats Residents Action Group
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 16 November 2022 13:35
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Leonore Ashwell

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and

2
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

| wish to state my objection to the proposal of 268 houses being built on the land on
Ashflats Lane .It has been approximately 8 years since the same proposal was made and it
went to a judicial inquiry. It was decided that this was not a viable proposal because of a

3
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number of reason not least being the access to this proposed estate. This lane struggles
to get 2 cars passing each other and trying to exit onto the A449 from both Barn Bank Lane
and Chain Lane is almost impossible at the best of times but when there is a problem with
the M6 (Junction 13) it is gridlocked. There is also a proposal for 30 bungalows to be build
on the fields next to this land (I believe it may have been reduced to 17) will have the same
problems getting in to and out of this site. There were strips across the lane and on Barn
Bank Lane a few months ago measuring the amount of traffic using these 2 lanes but were
put there during the school holidays so a true reading would not have been made. Barn
Bank Lane is used as arat run to the school at the bottom of the hill at Hyde Lea especially
if the A449 is blocked due to problems on the M6 which is often. | therefore strongly object

to this proposal.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 06 December 2022 11:34
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Lee Assiter

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [JJj

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To strengthen our town centres through a quality
environment and flexible mix of uses., To provide an attractive place to live and work and
support strong communities that promote health and wellbeing. and To secure high-
quality design.

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes
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Comments: No reply
Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | am strongly against this proposal. | share all of the concerns raised by
Yarnfield & Cold Meece Parish Council. The scheme is completely unrealistic and makes a
number of significantly flawed assumptions. It would result in all future investment being
made there at the expense of existing communities. Existing communities have had little
investment in the past 20 years and as a result, transport is poor, healthcare stretched and
leisure facilities have been reduced. The housing growth is unjustified and not necessary.
The capital investment assumed is unrealistic and therefore its highly unlikely that a new
train station and motorway junction would be constructed. These ideas have been put
forward before and rejected, without these the transport system which is already at
capacity would collapse. It is unrealistic to assume that people living in Meecebrook would
not need to or want to travel to other areas using their cars for work and leisure. The road
access would be on minor roads which would not cope. No assessment has been made on
the impact on surrounding communities and without the infrastructure the impact would
be devastating. We can’t even get basic things at the moment such as safe pavements and
roads that are not crumbling away and constantly closed. We also face years of disruption

from HS2 for no benefit. | do not want to see large amount of green countryside urbanised
since | moved to a rural environment to escape this.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
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Comments: No reply
Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
Comments: No reply
Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes
Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No
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Comments: No reply
Evidence Base
Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No
Comments: No reply
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 11 December 2022 11:44

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Gary Aston

Spery |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Vision and Objectives

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Contribute to Stafford Borough being net zero
carbon by ensuring that development mitigates and adapts to climate change and is future
proof., To provide an attractive place to live and work and support strong communities that
promote health and wellbeing. and To increase and enhance green and blue infrastructure

in the borough and to enable greater access to it while improving the natural environment
and biodiversity.

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Yes

Comments: | agree that development is necessary to ensure an area is prosperous but
should be carefully considered including how any development should enhance an area
not just house more people

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Yes

Comments: when already agreed local plans are respected

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

1
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Comments: developments should utilise the most up to date technologies to minimise
climate change

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: should only be considered for development after existing housing stock site
and brownfield sites

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Yes

Comments: The localism act 2011 states in a subsection titled "Strengthening Enforcement
rules" (Extract Below) "For people to have a real sense that the planning system is
working for them, they need to know that the rules they draw up will be respected. The
Localism Act will strengthen planning authorities' powers to tackle abuses of the land
planning system"”. When the development boundaries within the local plan were drawn up
for Gnosall the residents believed they had this power which is now being questioned by
the proposal being put forward. This was a democratic decision made in 2013 at
considerable cost. | am also directly affected by this proposed development and feel it
would necessitate the loss of good quality agricultural land and constitute a significant
intrusion into open countryside.

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Yes

Comments: in principle unless it contravenes any local plans and the development includes
excellent climate planning credentials including regular transportation links via the prosed

railway station to eliminate as much traffic on the roads as possible due to the current road
access.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: in principle unless it contravenes any local plans and the development includes
excellent climate planning credentials including regular transportation links to eliminate as
much traffic on the roads as possible due to the current road access.

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Yes

Comments: in principle unless it contravenes any local plans and the development includes
excellent climate planning credentials including regular transportation links to eliminate as
much traffic on the roads as possible due to the current road access.

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: in principle unless it contravenes any local plans and the development includes
excellent climate planning credentials including regular transportation links to eliminate as

much traffic on the roads as possible due to the current road access.

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply

2



Page 46
Comments: in principle unless it contravenes any local plans and the development includes

excellent climate planning credentials including regular transportation links to eliminate as
much traffic on the roads as possible due to the current road access.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: Gnosall - By developing this site it would detract from the intrinsic character
and appearance of the surrounding rural area. It currently retains its appeal as a village
and the residents care enough to have drawn up a local plan that should be respected.
Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: in principle

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: as it was agreed democratically i respect the decisions and the time frame set
Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes
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Comments: Climate control is very important
Environment Policies
Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes
Comments: No reply
Connections
Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes
Comments: No reply
Evidence Base
Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

| would be directly impacted should this proposal to change the residential boundaries of
Gnosall be implemented. Its constitutionally inappropriate. It impacts green spaces that
were assured for the village that help balance the emissions from a busy road. it would i
believe cause significant impact on road safety for anybody accessing/egressing from
properties that are directly on the main road/manor road area and It would also add to
existing pressure on the communities infrastructure.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 22:40
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Robert Townsend

email: [
Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: Aston Lodge Residents Association and Stone Town Councillor

Age: -

Added to database JJJjij

Topics (Contents page): Development Strategy and Climate Change Response
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: | do not feel that Stafford should be absorbing so much unmet need from other
authorities in the region. Are other Boroughs in the region picking up an equal amount of
unmet need? Meecebrook should be increased to more than 3000 houses before 2040 to
take the pressure off other areas. If Meecebrook goes ahead then it relieves Stafford town
disproportionately more than it does Stone. If Meecebrook goes ahead then it seems Stone
is building a disproportionately high number of houses compared to other areas. Remove
the need to develop the PHA's off Uttoxeter Road. These sites will exaserabte an already
dreadful level of rush congestion on Aston Lodge, the Uttoxeter Road and at the traffic
lights with Lichfield Road Theses sites should not be needed if Meecebrook is fully utilised
and if the excessive allocation of unallocated housing from W Mids is reduced and shared
more fairly across the region. Increase Meecebrook and decrease the in Stone, which is
at breaking point in terms of services, infrastructure and medical facilities. | cannot see
any provision in Policy 1 for increased medical facilities in Stone. Additional facilities are
need now and if there is no provision in 2020-2040 then there will be a dire shortage of
medical facilities for an expanding and aging population..

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No
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Comments: | think Meecebrook should be tier 2 and Stone Tier 3. Meecebrook is an ideal
opportunity to provide high quality living for people with purpose built infrastructure and
services. This makes it a higher priority and hierarchy.
Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Yes
Comments: No reply
Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes
Comments: No reply
Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Yes

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Yes

Comments: A garden community is a vital opportunity to build custom infrastructure and
services for that community. Stone must take a fair proportion of the Borough's
development but Stone is at breaking point in terms of schooling and services, especially
medical services. A new garden community will provide its residents with a higher quality
of living because of the new build infrastructure and especially new medical services. A
garden community with railway station will also give thousands of people an opportunity
to live in beautiful Staffordshire whilst being able to commute out to work if required.
Residents of new homes built in Stone will suffer the same challenges that existing
residents experience in terms of traffic congestion, lack of doctors/dentists and schools
filled to capacity. A garden village will build a real sense of community for its residents as
well as modern new services and community facilities. Meecebrook will also generate
significant growth and wealth in the area simply through the demand that 100's f new
residents will bring for local businesses etc. Go for it but expand it to at least 3500 houses
by 2040!

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes
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Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: The former ABB site in Stone between Longton Rd and Oulton Rd is not
included in the preferred options despite having being made available for housing. Its an
ideal site for housing on a brownfield site within the settlement boundary. If developed, the
proposed 130 houses will take the pressure off the plan to build on greenfield sites outside
of Stone's settlement boundary. ST013 and ST0O16 Land off Lichfield Rd at Watson's
Scrapyard has planning approved for 21 houses and several business units. Why is this
not included in the preferred options? | object to this development but it seems to be
progressing and so should be in the preferred options plan and if included will further
reduce the need for building on other greenfield sites. ST013 and ST016 are not
sustainable developments. The access is via Uttoxeter Road which is alreay severaly
congested because of the cross roads with Lichfield Road and the incredibly busy railway
crossings. | can see no evidence of a traffic survey to support the proposal for another 230
houses using this route. Congestion at rush hour for residents of Aston Lodge is
appalling. The barriers frequently break down causing long delays and a serious hazard for
emergency vehicles, especially for Aston Lodge which has only one exit/entrance ad is at
the mercy of the railway crossing. There is no pubic transport servicing this part of Stone,
pedestrian access across the crossings and one narrow pavement is dangerous.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)
Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: There is no LGS on Aston Lodge, Stone. How do we protect the playground and
central park from development?

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply
Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No

3
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Comments: Policy 23. Why are Stafford sites required to include only 10% or 0% affordable
homes compared to 10% to 40% for other sites regions? The Green Belt should be
expanded to protect the eastern flank of Stone from the urban sprawl that is proposed with
sites along the Uttoxeter Road.

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: Its impossible to know if you have considered all relevant studies and reports.
We do not know what else is available to you. My main concerns are whether you have
properly researched relevant traffic surveys and whether you have researched the amount
of medical services required per capita.

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: Detailed traffic surveys. Substantive evidence on the availability of medical
services.

General Comments:

| wholeheartedly support the development of Meecebrook Garden Village so that the
residents are provided with purpose built infrastructure, transport links, service and
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facilities. Meecebrook is the ideal location because of the potential rail links but if the site
is rejected then a garden village must be built elsewhere in the Borough.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 03 December 2022 09:37
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Steven Atkin

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: -

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To strengthen our town centres through a quality
environment and flexible mix of uses., To provide an attractive place to live and work and
support strong communities that promote health and wellbeing. and To increase and

enhance green and blue infrastructure in the borough and to enable greater access to it
while improving the natural environment and biodiversity.

Development Strategy and Climate Change
Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: There are many run down areas that would greatly benefit from investment
before billing in new green areas.

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: 6,000 homes is not a village, it’s a small town, please use the correct
language. Totally unnecessary which would cause untold damage to the local
environment and the surrounding towns and villages.

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: Redevelop run down areas first. Once the countryside is developed it’s gone.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No

1
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Comments: No reply
Policy 5 (Green Belt): No
Comments: Redevelop run down areas first. Once the countryside is developed it’s gone.
Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No
Comments: Redevelop run down areas first. Once the countryside is developed it’s
gone. 6,000 homes is not a village, it’'s a small town, please use the correct
language. Totally unnecessary which would cause untold damage to the local

environment and the surrounding towns and villages. Struggle to understand the need for
so much more. Never ending ‘growth’ is unsustainable.

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | don’t believe the plans reflect the negative impact they would have on the
surrounding area. The St Modwen proposal makes far more sense. Meecebrook looks like
a way of justifying the abomination that is HS2 and the destruction that is bringing too.
Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No

Comments: Trying to justify HS2. A complete waste of time and money. Interesting you
want to make these developments whilst claiming you want to be climate conscious too.
The two are contradictory.

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: It simply isn’t needed. There are numerous sites that could be redeveloped
where infrastructure already exists.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)
Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: No reply
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Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No
Comments: No reply
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

Why are residents having to seek this information out, we should all be informed by post of
the proposals as they will impact each and every one of us. If more peoples were aware,
your responses Would give a truer representation of people’s feelings.
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From: Allen Aukim

Sent: 04 December 2022 14:37

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Reference STAFMB3 Agricultural Land off Ash Flats Lane Stafford
Mr A Aukim

Dear Sir / Madam,

With regard to Reference STAFMB3 Agricultural Land off Ash Flats Lane Stafford. | wish to strongly object again to
this proposed development application in this location. As last time back in 2013 when Developers approached, the
Area is totally unsuitable, currently Agricultural green belt land used as Livestock holding paddocks and for Livestock
feed production.

The proposed Development area is currently bordered by an Eight lane motorway thundering down the West side of
it along with Overhead Electric power lines along Ash Flats Lane and the dual track West Coast Mainline railway to
the East side with the A449 Trunk Road running parallel to the railway line ! Narrow Country lanes (Single lane with
no passing points) to the North and South approaches are already subjected to restriction (not suitable for HGV
signage), but this is already ignored by the increased HGV and Rat run traffic / school traffic (Stafford Private
Grammar School). How the Farming fraternity going about their Daily routine are expected to operate their Business
(Providing Food for the Country) safely with increased traffic in the Countryside seems ludicrous.

All'in all any proposed Development when taking into account the above existing dangers can not be a serious viable
project.....surely ?

| cannot imagine a more unsuitable site to propose a Housing Development.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any of the above clarifying.

Allen Aukim
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 19 November 2022 12:13

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Graham Aukim

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: Reference proposal to build 268 houses near Barn Bank Lane (Previously
Refused Planning Permission) Although having no objection, in principal, to the Borough
Council meeting it's obligations for the provision within the Local Housing Plan, common
sense needs to prevail with the siting of such housing developments and it should not
simply be just a matter of the financial interests of developers and landowners deciding
the locations used. As aretired Highway Engineer who worked for both Stafford Borough
and Staffordshire County Council, for a significant time dealing with Developer
Agreements of this very type, | would like to think that one of the main reasons for the
rejection of the original application was indeed the poor choice of location on highway

grounds. | am unable to see how anything has changed since the original application and
therefore would suggest the outcome s of any similar application should be a refusal.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 10 December 2022 15:26

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Clifford Bailey

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: N/A

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and

2
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

We object to the above as follows:- 1.The dramatic increase in traffic on a road already
used as aracetrack and the delays which will be caused by the railway crossing. When two
trains are due, the traffic can extend as far back in Uttoxeter Road as the Stone Crown

3
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Green Bowls Club and cause tailbacks in Lichfield Road towards Stone. 2. The infra-
structure is already under great strain and doctors and dentists are unable to cope with the
existing pressure. 3. There are very few facilities within walking distance and we no
longer have a bus service.
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From: saily saker |

Sent: 08 December 2022 14:08
To: SPP Consultations

Subject: Meecebrook Garden Village
Dear SBC

| wish to register my objections to this plan (Meecebrook Garden Village) for housing between
Eccleshall and Coldmeece. The SBC local-plan calls it a town not a village.

There is no way the local roads can absorbe another 6000 cars that would result from a 3000+
housing developement.

A railway station would be completely pointless if the new residents are supposedly going to find
work in the local area.

This is a rural community with a rural economy and the local residents want it to remain that way.
It is why we chose to live here rather than on the outskirts of a town.

The Yanfield and Coldmeece local plan pledges to maintain the rural nature of the Parish. The
local drainage is at or near capacity and ther utilities are in a similar state, especially the
broadband which is no where near as good as Openreach would have you believe.

It is appalling to think that Yarnfield residents might have to cope with the upheavel of this
development at the same time as the construction of HS2.

Regards

Sally Baker
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%eference ID Code: 164; Ball, B.

Strategic Planning and Placement,
Stafford Borough Council,

Civic Centre,

Stafford.

ST16 3AQ

8" December, 2022
Dear SirfMadam,

Response to Stafford Borough Council Local Plan 2020-2040: Preferred Options consultation

| give below my views on the draft policies and proposals in the Preferred Options document:

General comments (please allocate the following points to the appropriate policy sections)

¢ The new Stafford Borough Local Plan has been produced in accordance with the housing targets set
by central government. However following the announcement from the Prime Minister on 5"
December 2022 that the plans for compulsory house building targets will be removed from the
Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill currently going through Parliament it raises the question as to
whether the Stafford Borough Local Plan should be revised in the light of this recent development. |
feel that since it appears that the housing targets will no longer be compulsory Stafford Borough
Council should now take the opportunity to delay the process and reconsider the preferred options to
produce a Local Plan that is more acceptable to the existing residents of the Borough, particularly
those of Stone.

e Spatial Principle 4 of the current Local Plan has 70% of the new housing to be provided in Stafford
with 10% in Stone. Having agreed these targets why does the latest draft plan reduce the burden on
Stafford and increase it for Stone? | feel that Stone should not be expected to take a greater
proportion of new housing development from that put forward in the current approved Local Plan.
Stone does not have the necessary infrastructure e.g. doctors, dentists, schools etc, to support the
amount of proposed housing included in the latest draft Local Plan.

Policy 1.3 and Policy 12.A

| was under the impression that the development of a new “garden village” at Meecebrook would remove the
burden on existing communities of having to take additional housing over and above that set out in the
approved Local Plan. It seems that the latest proposals now want to not only develop significant areas of
greenfield sites with a new Garden Community at Meecebrook but also add greenfield housing developments
on the outskirts of Stone. | note that in Policy 1.3 of the draft Local Plan it states “In addition to the borough'’s
own housing need, the development strategy also allows for 2,000 homes as a contribution to meeting unmet
need of other authorities in the region” and these will be located at Meecebrook. | think it is wrong that the
resident’s of Stone are now being told we have to have new housing on greenfield sites on the outskirts of
our town because other local authorities have not been able to meet their targets (especially since these
targets are no longer to be compulsory). If the Local Plan onily had to deal with our own targets the provision
of housing at Meecebrook would mean it was not necessary to use some of the other locations within Stafford
Borough e.g. none of the proposed housing developments in Stone identified in Policy 12.A would be
required and could be removed from the plan (a lot of them are on greenfield sites outside the Stone
settlement boundary).

Policy 12.A and 12.1

The Local Plan should be locking to develop brownfield sites rather than greenfield sites. As the current Local
Plan states within its development strategy “development proposals should maximise the use of brownfield
redevelopment sites within the Borough’s towns and villages to reduce the need for greenfield sites”. |
understand that an outline planning application has been submitted for 130 new homes on a brownfield site
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between Oulton Road and Longlon Road in Stone and this has not been included in the draft Local Plgage 68
this could be added to the list in Policy 12.A of the draft Local Plan and thereby reduce the number of houses
on greenfield sites elsewhers in Stone.

Policy 82. Transport

The current Local Plan inciudes the following policy relating to Transport:

T1 item g. includes a statement "Ensuring that ail developments that generate significant traffic flows,
including commercial traffic must be located in close proximity to the primary road network, do not have
negative impact on the network or at junctions, air guality, and nearby communities, and should have
adequate capacity to accommodate the development or can be improved or mitigated as part of the
development” and itemn h. which states "Proposals that generate significant levels of traffic, which cannot be
accommodated in terms of capacity, road safety and load, will not be permiited”.

| cannot see that these policy items are included in Policy 52 Transport of the new draft Local Plan. | feel that
these impontant current policies are very sensible and should be retained in the new plan.

Site 1D: STOOT7 Marlborough Road ~ Proposed 101 dweliings

The site is outside the existing settliement boundary.

The site has not been allocated for housing in the adopted Stone Neighbourhood Plan which itself is
consistent with the approved Plan for Stafford Borough Council.

The site has already had 2 planning applications for housing refused and also been rejected at a public
inguiry. 1t should be noted that 141 letters and a petition with 262 signatures objecting 1o the proposed
development were submitted to the Borough Council at the time of the second planning appiication/public
inguiry. Surely the Borough Council shouid take these views into consideration and not include it as a
preferred option.

When eventually the local residents do find out that this proposal has come forward again | am sure there will
as much opposition as before together with disbelief that the Borough Council has now put it forward as a
preferred option in their new Local Plan.

The proposed site is agricuttural fand. Once these fields are built on they are lost forever. As stated above
shouid we not be looking to develop brownfield sites rather than greenfield sites e.g. the proposal to build 130
new homes on a brownfield site between Qulton Road and Longton Road in Stone has not been included in
the draft Local Plan.

The Walton area of Stone has already had a significant number of new houses approved in recent vears and
a large proportion have now been built .9. 92 houses on land between Eccleshall Road and Common Lane
plus another 500 houses at Walton Hill. | consider that Walton has already taken more than its fair share of
new housing and should not be expected to take any more. The local infrastructure is not able to cope with
the increased number of people and traffic such developments create.

In addition to the detrimental effect on the existing infrastructure the proposed vehicular access being along
Marlborough Road and Pirehill Lane is a major safety concem for local residents and would create
unacceptable levels of noise and disturbance (these concerns resulted in the petition mentioned abovej.
Approximately 130 properties would be directly affected by the extra vehicles coming from the proposed 101
dwellings before they reached the Zccleshall Road — this would damage the residents’ amenity.

The long route from the proposed site to reach the B5026 Eccleshall Road is contrary to Policy T1.g of the
existing plan (se= my comment above about the need to retain this policy in the new pian).

This greenfield site would be best ieft as farmland to act as a buffer between the existing housing and the
new HS2 Phase 2A railway and the vast maintenance depot.

Yours faithfully,

B.L. Bail
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M%’\Reference ID Code: 165: Ball, H.

3" Decernber, 2022

Strategic Planning and Placement,
Stafford Borough Councl,

Civic Centra,

Stafford.

Staffordshire

5716 3A0

Dear Sir/Madam,

Stafford Borough Council Local Plan 2020-2040: Preferred Options Consultation

General poinis
The Central Government have recently announced that the plans for compulsory house building targets have now

been dropped from the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bil currently going through Parliament. The new Stafford
Borough Local Plan has been produced in accordance with the housing targets set by Central Government and
Stafford Borough Council now have the opportunity to revise the preferred options and produce a Local Plan that
is more acceptable to the residents of Stone.

Spatial Principle 4 of the current Local Plan has 70% of the new housing to be provided in Stafford with 10% in
Stone. Having agresd these targets why does the latest draft plan reduce the burden on Stafford and increase it
for Stone? | feel that Stone should not be expected to take a greater proportion of new housing development
from that put forward in the current approved plan.

Stone does not have the necessary infrastructure e.g. schools, doctors, dentists etc, to support the proposed
housing included in the latest draft Local Plan.

Policy 1.3 and Policy 12

As a resident of Stone | thoughi that the development of a new “Garden Community” at Meecebrook would
mean that the existing communities would not have to bear additional housing over and above that set out in the
existing Stafford Borough Local Plan. The proposals now being put forward want not only to deveiop significant
areas of greenfield sites with a new Garden Community at Meecebrook but also add greenfield housing
developments on the outskirts of Stone. | note thatin 1.3 of the draft Local Plan it states “In addition to the
borough's own housing need, the development strategy aiso allows for 2,000 homes as a contribution to meating
unmet need of other authorities in the region” these being located at Mescebrook. | think it is unacceptable that
the residents of Stone are now being told we are to have new housing on greenfield sites on the outskirts of our
town because other iocal authorities have not met their targets. If we only had to deal with our own targets the
provision of housing at Meecebrack would mean it was no longer necessary to use some of the other locations
put forward within Stafford Borough e.g. the sites in Stone that are shown in Policy 12.A could be removed from
the plan. { would hope that the Borough Council will now be able to release itself from the requirement to
provide the 2,000 homes for cther authorities since the targets appear to be no longer compulsory,

Policy 12.4 and 12.1
The Local Plan should be locking to develop brownfisld sites rather than greenfield sites. The current Local Plan

states within its development strategy “development proposals should maximise the use of brownfield
redevelopment sites within the Borough’s towns and villages to reduce the need for greenfieid sites”. |
understand that an ocutline planning application has been submitied for 130 new homes on a brownfield site
between Quiton Road and Longton Road and this has not been included in the draft Local Plan this could be
added to the list in Policy 12.A of the draft Local Plan and thereby reduce the number of houses on greenfield
sites elsewhere in Stone.
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The current Local Plan includes the following policy relating to Transport:

T1 Htem g. includes a statement “Ensuring that all developments that generate significant traffic flows, including
commercial traffic must be locatad in close proximity to the primary road network, do not have negative impast
on the network or at junctions, air quality, and nearby communities, and should have adequate capacity to
accommodate the development or can be improved or mitigated as part of the development” and item h, which
states “Proposals that generate significant levels of traffic, which cannot be accommaodated in terms of capacity,
road safety and load, will not be permitted”.

i cannot see that these current policy items are included in Policy 52 Transport of the new draft Loca! Plan. | fesl
that these are imporiani policies and should be retained in the new plan.

Site 5TO07 Mariborough Road, Walton, Stone — Proposed 101 dweliings
The site has not been allocated for housing in the adopted Stone Neighbourhood Plan which itself is consistent
with the approved Plan for Stafford Borough Council,

The site is outside the existing settlement boundary.

Two planning applications for housing on this site have already been refused and it has also been rejected at a
public inguiry, it should be noted that 141 letiers and 3 petition with 262 signatures objecting to the proposed
development were subrnitted to the Borough Council as a result of the second planning application. The
objections to this development submitied by the Walton Residents Action Group 1o the public ingquiry are still
relevant. The Borough Council should take these views into consideration and not include the site as a preferred
option.

When the local residents de eventually discover that this proposal has come forward again | am sure there will ba
as much opposition as before and dismay that the Borough Council has now put it forward as a preferred option
in their Local Plan.

The proposed site is farmland. Once these fields are built on they are lost forever. We shouid be locking to
develop brownfield sites rather than greenfield sites such as Mariborough Road e.g. the proposal to build 130
new homes on a brownfield site between Ouiton Road and Longton Road has not been included in the draft Local
Plan.

The Walton area of Stone has already had a significant number of new houses approved in recent years and a
jarge proportion have now been built 2.g. 92 houses on land between Eccleshall Road and Commeon Lane plus
anather 500 houses at Watton Hill. Walton has already taken more than its fair share of new housing and should
not be expected to take any more. The local infrastruciure is not able to cope with the increased number of
people and traffic such developments preduce.

in additicn to the detrimental effect on the existing infrastructure the proposed vehicular access being along
Marlborough Road and Pirehill Lane is 2 major safety concern for local residents and would also create
unacceptable levels of neise and disturbance {thase concerns resulted in the petition previously mentioned).
Approximately 130 properties would be directly affected by the extra vehicles coming from the proposed 101
dwellings before they reached the Eccleshali Road which would damage the residents’ amenity.

The long route from the proposed site to reach the B5026 Eccleshall Road is contrary 1o Policy Tlg of the existing
plan (the new plan needs to retain the existing Policies T1g & h).

This greenfield site should be retained as agricultural land in order to maintain a wildiife corridor, preserve flora
and fauna and to separate existing housing from the new H5Z Phase 2A rallway and the proposed maintenance
depot.

Yours faithfully,

Helen, E, Ball {Mrs}




Reference ID Code: 166; - Page 71

From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 14:29
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: | N
Email: [
Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age:-

Added to database: -

Topics (Contents page): Vision and Objectives
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Contribute to Stafford Borough being net zero
carbon by ensuring that development mitigates and adapts to climate change and is future
proof., To provide an attractive place to live and work and support strong communities that
promote health and wellbeing. and To increase and enhance green and blue infrastructure
in the borough and to enable greater access to it while improving the natural environment
and biodiversity.

Development Strategy and Climate Change
Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: See General Comments - Stone needs a functional and improved infrastructure
and services, along with an increase in green spaces and biodiversity —these need
improving for current residents, long before any plans are put in place for additional
houses. if the planning for STO13 and STO16 are approved it would clearly exacerbate the
existing problem of traffic build-up on the approach to the level crossing and traffic lights,
increase levels of air pollution, have detrimental impacts on physical and mental health,
negatively contribute towards climate change, put the local biodiversity at significant risk,
and compromise the infrastructure and population health and lifestyle of Stone. For the
above reasons, we believe that large scale development of the PHA STO13 and STO16 is
inappropriate.

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: See General Comments - Stone needs a functional and improved infrastructure
and services, along with an increase in green spaces and biodiversity —these need
improving for current residents, long before any plans are put in place for additional
houses. if the planning for STO13 and STO16 are approved it would clearly exacerbate the
existing problem of traffic build-up on the approach to the level crossing and traffic lights,
increase levels of air pollution, have detrimental impacts on physical and mental health,
negatively contribute towards climate change, put the local biodiversity at significant risk,
and compromise the infrastructure and population health and lifestyle of Stone. For the
above reasons, we believe that large scale development of the PHA STO13 and STO16 is
inappropriate.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No

Comments: See General Comments - | feel that areas of the plan do not mitigate and adapt
the challenges of climate change.

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No

Comments: See General Comments - | feel that areas of the plan will negatively impact
biodiversity and compromise human health.

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Yes

Comments: Yes because it will come with purpose-built infrastructure, schools and medical
services which Stone needs. Stone needs a functional and improved infrastructure and

services, along with an increase in green spaces and biodiversity —these need improving
for current residents, long before any plans are put in place for additional houses

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: | am writing regarding the Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 and our

views about the Proposed Housing Allocation (PHA) - STO13 and STOl6._
| wanted to bring several aspects of this

local plan to your attention. Images and recordings of biodiversity, wildlife and flooding
can be evidenced upon request. In relation to the following points, I firstly wanted to note
an overarching theme. As the impacts of climate change increase, the Stafford Borough
Local Plan should adapt and mitigate the impacts of climate change. As we begin to
experience more severe weather events, impacts on human health, increase in air pollution
and devasting impacts on nature. | want to ensure that these factors have been fully
considered and mitigated as the PHA of STO13 and STO16 will currently escalate these
issues, rather than combat them. Traffic and Air Pollution — With 36,000 UK deaths each
year from air pollution, the PHA of STO13/STO16 will increase levels of air pollution in an
already congested area of Stone. Public Health England and the Chief Medical Officer’s
Annual Report 2022, both detail steps we should be taking to reduce air pollution. As there
is only 1 access point from and to Stone which is via the railway crossings on Uttoxeter
Road, this area is frequently congested and residents on Uttoxeter Road and Lichfield
Road may experience increased health implications from this due to the queueing cars
releasing harmful pollutants in this concentrated area. In addition to this, travel will
become more difficult for current and future residents. There is also limited pedestrian
access, particularly for any residents that may struggle with mobility. Green Spaces —
STO13 is the only area of Green Space within Aston Lodge where the public have access
to walk. The PHA of STO13 would mean there are no recreational areas to walk and get out
into green spaces. Removal of STO16 would substantially decrease the number of trees
covering Aston Lodge which help combat the challenges of climate change through
absorption of CO2 and the above-mentioned air pollution. Green spaces have well-
evidenced and researched findings into the positive implications they have on physical
and mental health. We also know that areas/streets with less trees have more residents
prescribed on antidepressants. Infrastructure — With the potential raised levels of air
pollution, increased impact on physical and mental health, one of my biggest concerns is
the lack of GP surgeries, dental practices and schools that would be able to accommodate
the huge impacts that these PHA’s bring. Our current GP surgeries are unable to
accommodate the current demand of Stone,

even without a

rowth in Stone’s population.

Even with plans to build additional
GP surgeries, finding sufficient qualified staff for those we already have is a monumental
challenge. A Staffordshire Newsletter article also echoed these thoughts; “Infrastructure
cannot cope with extra residents” and Stone cannot sustain future developments without a
new and improved infrastructure. Flooding on ST016 — due to a build-up of runoff water
from the south, running downwards from the Little Stoke Farm, the farmer has built a
trench on this land to direct and control the runoff water to avoid flooding the houses to
the south (on Uttoxeter Road). Flooding on STO13 — due to a build-up of runoff water at the
bottom of Saddler Avenue - there have been historical flooding issues, where two streams
converge on the Grassy Patch (to the west of STO13). As flooding already occurs on these
areas, removing these green areas and replacing them with the PHAs proposed, this will
increase flooding as the areas won’t be permeable. Flooding across Aston Lodge and

Stone will also be further exacerbated with the lack of supporting infrastructure (e.g.,
sewers and drains). Biodiversity —
1I have been avidli recording biodiversity and PHA

STO16 In the past 12 months alone we have witnessed and
evidenced species including — voles, newts, owls, hedgehogs, foxes, badgers, hares, bats,

3
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birds of prey. We have identified over 30 different bird species, including 10 amber and 5
red listed species under the UK Conservation Status, protected by The Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. Along with various fungi, native plant species only found on
historical land, and very mature trees, including oak trees. If the developments are to be
built on STO16 and STO13, how will you ensure that biodiversity in these areas isn’t
impacted, and how will the biodiversity be increased by at least 10% net gain in line with
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG). To summarise, if these planning applications are approved it
would clearly exacerbate the existing problem of traffic build-up on the approach to the
level crossing and traffic lights, increase levels of air pollution, have detrimental impacts
on physical and mental health, negatively contribute towards climate change, put the local
biodiversity at significant risk, and compromise the infrastructure and population health
and lifestyle of Stone. For the above reasons, we believe that large scale development of
the PHA STO13 and STO16 is inappropriate. Stone needs a functional and improved
infrastructure and services, along with an increase in green spaces and biodiversity —
these need improving for current residents, long before any plans are put in place for
additional houses.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)
Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: Not enough Green Spaces and negative impact on biodiversity and human
health.

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
Comments: No reply
Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

4
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Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: In line with policy 42 - Flooding on ST016 — due to a build-up of runoff water
from the south, running downwards from the Little Stoke Farm, the farmer has built a
trench on this land to direct and control the runoff water to avoid flooding the houses to
the south (on Uttoxeter Road). Flooding on STO13 — due to a build-up of runoff water at the
bottom of Saddler Avenue - there have been historical flooding issues, where two streams
converge on the Grassy Patch (to the west of STO13). As flooding already occurs on these
areas, removing these green areas and replacing them with the PHAs proposed, this will
increase flooding as the areas won’t be permeable. Flooding across Aston Lodge and

Stone will also be further exacerbated with the lack of supporting infrastructure (e.g.,
sewers and drains). See General Comments for more info.

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: See General Comments - Human health impact from lack of/removal of green
spaces, increased air pollution, challenges of climate change, and the negative impacts on
biodiversity.

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: See General Comments - Air pollution measurements and biodiversity net gain
incorporation.

General Comments:

| am writing regarding the Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 and our views about the

Proposed Housing Allocation (PHA) - STO13 and STO16. || G
| wanted to bring several aspects of this local plan to

5
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your attention. Images and recordings of biodiversity, wildlife and flooding can be
evidenced upon request. In relation to the following points, I firstly wanted to note an
overarching theme. As the impacts of climate change increase, the Stafford Borough Local
Plan should adapt and mitigate the impacts of climate change. As we begin to experience
more severe weather events, impacts on human health, increase in air pollution and
devasting impacts on nature. | want to ensure that these factors have been fully
considered and mitigated as the PHA of STO13 and STO16 will currently escalate these
issues, rather than combat them. Traffic and Air Pollution — With 36,000 UK deaths each
year from air pollution, the PHA of STO13/STO16 will increase levels of air pollution in an
already congested area of Stone. Public Health England and the Chief Medical Officer’s
Annual Report 2022, both detail steps we should be taking to reduce air pollution. As there
is only 1 access point from and to Stone which is via the railway crossings on Uttoxeter
Road, this area is frequently congested and residents on Uttoxeter Road and Lichfield
Road may experience increased health implications from this due to the queueing cars
releasing harmful pollutants in this concentrated area. In addition to this, travel will
become more difficult for current and future residents. There is also limited pedestrian
access, particularly for any residents that may struggle with mobility. Green Spaces —
STO13 is the only area of Green Space within Aston Lodge where the public have access
to walk. The PHA of STO13 would mean there are no recreational areas to walk and get out
into green spaces. Removal of STO16 would substantially decrease the number of trees
covering Aston Lodge which help combat the challenges of climate change through
absorption of CO2 and the above-mentioned air pollution. Green spaces have well-
evidenced and researched findings into the positive implications they have on physical
and mental health. We also know that areas/streets with less trees have more residents
prescribed on antidepressants. Infrastructure — With the potential raised levels of air
pollution, increased impact on physical and mental health, one of my biggest concerns is
the lack of GP surgeries, dental practices and schools that would be able to accommodate
the huge impacts that these PHA’s bring. Our current GP surgeries are unable to
accommodate the current demand of Stone,

even without a

rowth in Stone’s population.

Even with plans to build additional
GP surgeries, finding sufficient qualified staff for those we already have is a monumental
challenge. A Staffordshire Newsletter article also echoed these thoughts; “Infrastructure
cannot cope with extra residents” and Stone cannot sustain future developments without a
new and improved infrastructure. Flooding on ST016 — due to a build-up of runoff water
from the south, running downwards from the Little Stoke Farm, the farmer has built a
trench on this land to direct and control the runoff water to avoid flooding the houses to
the south (on Uttoxeter Road). Flooding on STO13 — due to a build-up of runoff water at the
bottom of Saddler Avenue - there have been historical flooding issues, where two streams
converge on the Grassy Patch (to the west of STO13). As flooding already occurs on these
areas, removing these green areas and replacing them with the PHAs proposed, this will
increase flooding as the areas won’t be permeable. Flooding across Aston Lodge and

Stone will also be further exacerbated with the lack of supporting infrastructure (e.g.,
sewers and drains). Biodiversity —
1I have been avidli recording biodiversity and PHA

STO16 In the past 12 months alone we have witnessed and
evidenced species including — voles, newts, owls, hedgehogs, foxes, badgers, hares, bats,
birds of prey. We have identified over 30 different bird species, including 10 amber and 5
red listed species under the UK Conservation Status, protected by The Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. Along with various fungi, native plant species only found on
historical land, and very mature trees, including oak trees. If the developments are to be
built on STO16 and STO13, how will you ensure that biodiversity in these areas isn’t
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impacted, and how will the biodiversity be increased by at least 10% net gain in line with
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG). To summarise, if these planning applications are approved it
would clearly exacerbate the existing problem of traffic build-up on the approach to the
level crossing and traffic lights, increase levels of air pollution, have detrimental impacts
on physical and mental health, negatively contribute towards climate change, put the local
biodiversity at significant risk, and compromise the infrastructure and population health
and lifestyle of Stone. For the above reasons, we believe that large scale development of
the PHA STO13 and STO16 is inappropriate. Stone needs a functional and improved
infrastructure and services, along with an increase in green spaces and biodiversity —
these need improving for current residents, long before any plans are put in place for
additional houses.
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From: soanne sanks

Sent: 08 December 2022 14:.01
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: Fwd: Meecebrook-Garden Settlement

Sent from my iPhone

Begin

Good afternoon,

I am writing in reference to the proposed development at Meecebrook,
titled ‘Garden Settlement’.

The proposed number of homes, six thousand, of which four thousand are
in the small parish of Chebsey, will have a severe detrimental effect on
the area.

This area predominantly consists of small villages whose infrastructure
will not cater to this vast increase in the number of homes and

people. The road systems already struggle to cope with existing traffic
and a potential twelve thousand more vehicles will only add drastically to
the chaos.

The loss of such a large area, 974 acres, of good and versatile
agricultural land and deciduous woodland will impact the local wildlife
enormously, with loss of habitat and food sources. We have a
responsibility to preserve our plant and wildlife, not consistently destroy
it.

In addition building on such a large area will massively increase the risk
of flooding.

With reference to all the above points | cannot support this proposal
building plan and strenuously object to its implementation.

Kind regards

Joanne E Banks
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From: phil & wendy Baskerville |

Sent: 11 December 2022 20:37

To: SPP Consultations

Subject: Local Plan.

Attachments: Proposal for Meecebrook Garden Village.docx

We attach our comments on the Local Plan for consideration.

Phil and Wendy Baskerville,
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Proposal for a Garden Village at Meecebrook.

We wish to comment not on the overall Local Development Plan that is being prepared by
Stafford Borough Council, but on the section outlining proposals for the Meecebrook Garden
Village.

This development would take over a large area of prime agricultural land. To do so would
seem to contravene the policy of both the Borough Council and the Government where both
parties state that prime agricultural land should be considered for development only if no
brownfield sites are available.

The proposal to build 3,000 houses in Phase 1 and another 3,000 in Phase 2 would place
intolerable pressure on the local infrastructure both during the years of construction and in the
future after the phases have been concluded.

To hope that the development would be self-contained is neither achievable, possible, or even
desirable because the local infrastructure struggles to cope with the present volume of traffic
and waste, let alone with the potential volumes created by an extra 6,000 houses, let alone
schools, surgeries and other services. The reference to “new” infrastructure ignores the time
gap by which infrastructure trails development.

Eccleshall and Stone have both had extensive development in recent years. This proposal is
for about four times the number of houses that are presently in the town of Eccleshall. The
town could not cope with the additional parking or other services that the proposal would
bring in the long term.

The development would create extreme pressure throughout the local area for the foreseeable
future and for the reasons noted we would ask members not to pursue this element of the
Local Plan.

Ernest Philip and Wendy Elizabeth Baskerville.
December, 2022.



Reference ID Code: 169; Bates, A. Page 81

From: Andrew Bates ||| | NG

Sent: 23 November 2022 18:22
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: Consultation

Having reviewed the plan | do not understand why we would be looking to build more houses on the A449 at Moss
Pit. This is a well used green open space with a number of public footpaths.

There are a number of brown field sites in Stafford ripe for redevelopment so with consideration around the
council’s green credentials why are we developing green open spaces.

Regards
Mr Andrew Bates

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Layla sates |

Sent: 12 December 2022 07:34

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Meecebrook Garden Settlement
Dear Sirs,

I'm writing to you in relation to the proposed Meecebrook - Garden Settlement development.
As a resident of Chebsey Parish | am shocked at the lack of consideration going into this project.

We already suffer with a bad traffic problem. Stone is currently the only local option for services and amenities
(petrol station, supermarket, pharmacy, etc) and the traffic is abominable, as is the parking.

We have a severe lack of services in the area and | am shocked that there is a plan to cause further strain on
infrastructure. We have not been able to see a doctor or an NHS dentist since moving to the area and there is only a
single midsized supermarket in stone which is so busy as to be unusable after 8am when it becomes crowded.

Having another 6,000+ residents who will be relying on this infrastructure and services is ill-thought of and lacks any
respect for current and even future residents of the area. The traffic stemming from the A34 and Eccleshall Road
into Stone will see some serious congestion problems. The ring road around Stone will turn into a car park. HS2 is
starting to demonstrate some serious traffic flow issues around the area.

The Staffordshire countryside is a beautiful place yet we are to see 970+ acres be destroyed. We already read about
the frightening consequences of destroying countryside, leading to a lack of biodiversity and the death of important
animal habitats. | would like to understand why it is deemed acceptable to ruin precious local countryside.

| object to this new development completely and would urge the council to reconsider the extremely negative
impact it will have.

Regards,
Layla Bates



Reference ID Code: 171; Beacall, C. Page 83

From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 10 December 2022 11:20

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Caroline Beacall

Spery

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Contribute to Stafford Borough being net zero
carbon by ensuring that development mitigates and adapts to climate change and is future
proof. and To increase and enhance green and blue infrastructure in the borough and to
enable greater access to it while improving the natural environment and biodiversity.
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes
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Comments: No reply
Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply
Comments: No reply
Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No reply
Comments: No reply
Site Allocation Policies
Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes
Comments: No reply
Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No
Comments: No reply
Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No
Comments: No reply
Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Yes
Comments: No reply
Site Allocation Policies (continued)
Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes
Comments: No reply
Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes
Comments: No reply
Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes
Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply
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Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 06 December 2022 21:03
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Rebecca Beddoes

Email: [
Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age:-

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): No reply
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To develop a high value, high skill, innovative and
sustainable economy., To deliver infrastructure led growth supported by accessible
services and facilities. and To provide an attractive place to live and work and support
strong communities that promote health and wellbeing.

Development Strategy and Climate Change
Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: Woodseaves is in tier 4 of the settlement heirarchy which is disproportionate in
size to villages like Gnosall and Eccleshall. The proposed number of developments for
Woodseaves would increase the village size by almost a third creating (35%) which would
have a big impact on the infrastructure of the village.

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: The number of proposed developments for Woodseaves is not in proportion to
the number or proposed developments in villages like Gnosall and Eccleshall. Both these
villages have amenities such as supermarket shops, childcare settings, doctors and
dentist amenities as well as more adequate public transport into Stafford. Woodseaves
would require further public amenities if it was to increase in size by 35%. Increasing the
size of the village by 35% would also change the aesthetics of the rural community in
Woodseaves. This needs to be taken into account. Woodseaves is rural, has few
employment opportunities and future residents would require travel to seek public
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amenities and employment.

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Yes

Comments: The current water and drainage provision to woodseaves is inadequate. The
residents of the village have experienced damage to houses due to flooding and the
current water treatment works can not cope with the amount of sewage already being
produced. Tankers are removing sewage daily to cope with demand. An overhall of the
village water and drainage would be required to meet the number of new houses being
proposed.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: The rest of the houses in the village run off oil. Under the plan, the existing
houses in the village would fall far short of this policies targets. Would this create a
situation where the resale of older houses on the village becomes undesirable and existing
residents have to incurr costs to upgrade their efficiencies in order to retain the value of
their property.

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: The local residents contributed to the Neighbourhood Plan several years ago.

This included developments that were deemed suitable for the growth of the village. This
plan was rejected. The borough plan contradicts the wishes of the local community

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Yes
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply

Comments: Woodseaves Woodseaves is not the right place for new housing of this scale,

2
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because new housing at this location would be: e on greenfield land and so would damage
the environment, e unsustainable due to: e a lack of local economic activity and e a lack of
essential, local, social infrastructure and services i.e., healthcare and leisure facilities, high
schools and child care provision. e insufficient public transport (bus provision) so new
inhabitants would be forced to use cars to get to work, and access facilities and services
elsewhere in the Borough e Inherently unbalanced provision of housing versus other
societal provisions; whilst the plan allocates housing to Woodseaves, for Woodseaves it
does not provide commensurate additional capacity in relation to Employment, Transport
connections, Healthcare, Education, Local Services and amenities, and Utilities. Transport
and Access Both main roads out of Woodseaves, the A519 and B5405 are fast and
dangerous without footpaths beyond the boundary of the village and unsuitable for
cycling. Bus services are infrequent and not always suitable for transport for commuters
or high school children. There would be poor access to the proposed field site to the east.
All traffic from the site would have to exit onto the A519. There are already issues with
parking in the village at two areas, which the new house stock would exacerbate. 1. On
Dickies Lane there is insufficient parking and the road struggles to cope with the volume of
traffic during school drop-off / pick-up times. The road lacks pavements on both sides,
forcing pedestrians to cross midway, and at busy times, due to crowding on the
footway Points to consider relating to Stafford Borough’s Local Plan 2020-2040 preferred
option — specific to Woodseaves pedestrians walk in the road. The road narrows at the
school end, allowing only room for a single car. The new housing would bring more traffic
down Dickies Lane, as people enter the village from Stafford at the east to go to the new
housing estate. Both ends of Dickies Lane have poor visibility onto the main roads
preventing cars from efficiently entering and exiting the lane. 2. At the location of the
limited local amenities, the One Stop Shop / Post Office and the Cock Inn the pavements
are thin and there are already problems with vehicles parking on the pavements.
Increasing the housing stock would have several undesirable impacts. It would: a. increase
traffic locally and cause further parking problems. b. Slow down the flow of the A519
through the village, and increase level of pollution and noise along this main road. c. Make
it even more dangerous and difficult for pedestrians crossing the A519 to get to the other
side of the village due to reduced visibility from parked vehicles and increased frequency
of passing vehicles. Employment Opportunities Within Woodseaves there are no
businesses which can provide employment to a significant number of people. New
villagers would have to travel predominantly by car outside the village to get to work. Local
Services and amenities Villagers presently have to travel predominantly by car outside the
village to access services, in Eccleshall, Gnosall and Newport, where services at these
locations are already oversubscribed. There is lack of childcare provision for those under 3
years old — most parents travel by car to the aforementioned locations to access these
services. There are no leisure facilities and no social provision for youths. Education There
are no high schools in the area, so high school age residents have to travel substantial
distances to get to high school in Newport, or Stafford. As there is insufficient public
transport from Woodseaves, increasing the housing allocation would likely lead to an
increase private car travel from Woodseaves. Also can the primary school cope with the
predicted increase in pupils associated with the significant increase in population?
Utilities: « The Woodseaves sewage plant is currently broken and presently there is a
significant issue with sewage requiring removal by tanker to prevent a significant
environmental incident, even more significant due to the proximity of Woodseaves to the
downstream nature reserve (Loyton Moss) a Site of Special Scientific Interest. Increasing
the size of Woodseaves would create further risk. e There is no gas supply the majority of
the village is heated by oil. e There are issues with mobile phone reception. Points to
consider relating to Stafford Borough’s Local Plan 2020-2040 preferred option — specific to
Woodseaves Page 3 0f 2 e There is only one telecommunications provider BT. e The
power distribution network is likely insufficient - There are already fairly regular power
outage issues in Woodseaves. Environmental / Climate Change issues The plan does not
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address the impact of climate change and would exacerbate problem by e Creating
significantly increased local traffic — see transport and access. « Reducing the area of land
for rainwater to soak away. Creating a new housing estate would create more run-off into
the Woodseaves sewer system. There has been local flash flooding on Dickies Lane
causing significant damage to properties on the lower side of the road new housing would
add to the problem here. e« Reducing land available for food production. We believe the site
may be unsuitable as we have heard other residents claim that the field has previously
been used as an unlicensed illegal landfill. Other issues — unfair and biased consultation
The video of the consultation is misleading as it does not show any imagery of
Woodseaves that would be spoilt by new development. The consultation with the village
has been insufficient, given the significant increase in housing provision the Borough
should have visited the village and consulted directly with the villagers. The plan is a
perversion of the draft High Offley Parish Neighbourhood plan, where the Borough Council
has cherry-picked and added additional land for housing development, directly
contravening the majority village view that the village had limited housing needs (which
were incorporated into the draft Neighbourhood Plan). Points to consider relating to
Stafford Borough’s Local Plan 2020-2040 preferred option — specific to Woodseaves Page
4 of 2 Further Comments and Questions Woodseaves CoE Academy 1. Building housing
behind the school would prevent any further northward expansion of the school. Green
Spaces Comments on Proposed Local Green Space LGS.PO.15. 1. Would this LGS prevent
the growth of Woodseaves C of E Academy onto the field, if this was required to cope with
additional pupils? 2. The green space as designated is of limited use to the village, as it
only has 1 access location, has no playpark, has no amenities and dog walkers are
prohibited from using the space. Its position at the east of the village makes it less
accessible to those on the west side of the village. It would be better to designate green
space in the area proposed as housing, behind the housing on Dickies Lane, this more
central location would allow creation of better access, carparking and amenities. 3. Why is
the green space adjacent to Willowcroft not also designated a Local Green Space?

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes

Comments: Igs-po-15 - Land adjacent to Woodseaves Academy Would this LGS prevent
the growth of Woodseaves C of E Academy onto the field, if this was required to cope with
additional pupils? 2. The green space as designated is of limited use to the village, as it
only has 1 access location, has no playpark, has no amenities and dog walkers are
prohibited from using the space. Its position at the east of the village makes it less
accessible to those on the west side of the village. It would be better to designate green
space in the area proposed as housing, behind the housing on Dickies Lane, this more
central location would allow creation of better access, carparking and amenities. 3. Why is
the green space adjacent to Willowcroft not also designated a Local Green Space?

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No

Comments: This plan does not support employment opportunities for Woodseaves residents. The
proposal of 88 houses at the back of the school would be built on land that currently employs
several local people to farm it. The proposed plan does not meet the requirements to bring
employment into the local area as there is only provision for housing, not for shops or community
amenities. with regards to remote working, much better internet and mobile infrastructure would
need to be looked at for this to be achieved.

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply
Housing Policies
Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: The 88 houses proposed at the back of Woodhaven would need to be in
keeping with this part of the village to meet this policy.

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply
Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: Transport and Access Around Woodseaves Both main roads out of
Woodseaves, the A519 and B5405 are fast and dangerous without footpaths beyond the
boundary of the village and unsuitable for cycling. Bus services are infrequent and not
always suitable for transport for commuters or high school children. There would be poor
access to the proposed field site to the east. All traffic from the site would have to exit onto
the A519. There are already issues with parking in the village at two areas, which the new
house stock would exacerbate. 1. On Dickies Lane there is insufficient parking and the
road struggles to cope with the volume of traffic during school drop-off / pick-up times.
The road lacks pavements on both sides, forcing pedestrians to cross midway, and at busy
times, due to crowding on the footway Points to consider relating to Stafford Borough’s
Local Plan 2020-2040 preferred option — specific to Woodseaves Page 2 of 2 pedestrians
walk in the road. The road narrows at the school end, allowing only room for a single car.
The new housing would bring more traffic down Dickies Lane, as people enter the village
from Stafford at the east to go to the new housing estate. Both ends of Dickies Lane have
poor visibility onto the main roads preventing cars from efficiently entering and exiting the
lane. 2. At the location of the limited local amenities, the One Stop Shop / Post Office and
the Cock Inn the pavements are thin and there are already problems with vehicles parking
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on the pavements. Increasing the housing stock would have several undesirable impacts.
It would: a. increase traffic locally and cause further parking problems. b. Slow down the
flow of the A519 through the village, and increase level of pollution and noise along this
main road. c. Make it even more dangerous and difficult for pedestrians crossing the A519
to get to the other side of the village due to reduced visibility from parked vehicles and
increased frequency of passing vehicles.

Environment Policies
Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: The Woodseaves sewage plant is currently broken and presently there is a
significant issue with sewage requiring removal by tanker to prevent a significant
environmental incident, even more significant due to the proximity of Woodseaves to the
downstream nature reserve (Loyton Moss) a Site of Special Scientific Interest. Increasing
the size of Woodseaves would create further risk. e There is no gas supply the majority of
the village is heated by oil. e There are issues with mobile phone reception. e There is only
one telecommunications provider BT. e The power distribution network is likely insufficient
- There are already fairly regular power outage issues in Woodseaves.

Connections
Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: Both main roads out of Woodseaves, the A519 and B5405 are fast and
dangerous without footpaths beyond the boundary of the village and unsuitable for
cycling. Bus services are infrequent and not always suitable for transport for commuters
or high school children. There would be poor access to the proposed field site to the east.
All traffic from the site would have to exit onto the A519. There are already issues with
parking in the village at two areas, which the new house stock would exacerbate. 1. On
Dickies Lane there is insufficient parking and the road struggles to cope with the volume of
traffic during school drop-off / pick-up times. The road lacks pavements on both sides,
forcing pedestrians to cross midway, and at busy times, due to crowding on the

footway Points to consider relating to Stafford Borough’s Local Plan 2020-2040 preferred
option — specific to Woodseaves Page 2 of 2 pedestrians walk in the road. The road
narrows at the school end, allowing only room for a single car. The new housing would
bring more traffic down Dickies Lane, as people enter the village from Stafford at the east
to go to the new housing estate. Both ends of Dickies Lane have poor visibility onto the
main roads preventing cars from efficiently entering and exiting the lane. 2. At the location
of the limited local amenities, the One Stop Shop / Post Office and the Cock Inn the
pavements are thin and there are already problems with vehicles parking on the
pavements. Increasing the housing stock would have several undesirable impacts. It
would: a. increase traffic locally and cause further parking problems. b. Slow down the
flow of the A519 through the village, and increase level of pollution and noise along this
main road. c. Make it even more dangerous and difficult for pedestrians crossing the A519
to get to the other side of the village due to reduced visibility from parked vehicles and
increased frequency of passing vehicles.

Evidence Base
Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Yes

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: Woodseaves Neighbourhood Plan
General Comments:

No reply



Reference ID Code: 173; Beeston, L. Page 94

From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 06 December 2022 12:55
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Louise Beeston

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age:-

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To develop a high value, high skill, innovative and

sustainable economy., To provide an attractive place to live and work and support strong
communities that promote health and wellbeing. and To increase and enhance green and

blue infrastructure in the borough and to enable greater access to it while improving the
natural environment and biodiversity.

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: No reply



Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Yes
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes
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Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: I

Sent: 11 December 2022 18:56
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: Meecebrook Harden Village

To Whom it may Concern,

[ am writing in relation to the proposed Meecebrook development on land adjacent to Cold Meece. Having read
your proposal | feel the need write in objection to your plans. | moved to Cold Meece following my retirement to
enjoy peaceful village life. | am disheartened by the thought of years of disruption that will.be caused by a ten year
development plan. It would also destroy acres of countryside which is a haven for wildlife in the area. The areas
around Cold Meece, Yarnfield and Swynnerton are already going to decimated by construction traffic for the
unwanted HS2 railway. Do you not think enough is enough? The infrastructure to accommodate 6000 households is
not present and | am greatly concerned about the amount of traffic snd noise pollution this would incur. Should the
development come to fruition | also have concerns regarding the antisocial behaviour and criminality it will bring to
the area. | have already received a letter from the construction company St Modwen who also highlight that
development of Meecebrook is not a feasible prospect and have indicated a more suitable site closer to Stafford,
where access to rail and road routes is far easier and more convenient.

Disappointedly Yours

Malcolm Beeston

Sent from my Galaxy
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 11:24
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Michelle Beeston

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | feel that a brownfield site or sites should be developed instead as this project
will take up mostly green space and totally decimate the area of countryside in the
Eccleshall/ColdMeece and Yarnfield areas. We don’t have enough farmland to grow the
food that we need and in light of uncertain times in Europe ie. War in Ukraine , feel we
should be doing more to ensure future food security, this includes all the fields that are
currently classed as ‘set aside’. Whilst | appreciate that we are a growing population and
we need to build more houses | must stress again the option to develop brownfield sites
over and above farmland. Also having studied the plan, | have noticed that a Wind Farm
has been placed in an area that is within an MOD site, which | believe is not to be included
in this project,

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: Good access roads and infrastructure already in place, in an already developed
Urban area.

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Yes
Comments: Hixon Airfield was identified as alternative location and is a Brownfield site.
Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: I

Sent: 05 December 2022 17:54
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: Meecebrook Garden Community proposal

To whom it may concern,

It is with great sadness and disgust, that | have read your proposal for such a huge and monstrous development to
be dumped upon my tiny village of Coldmeece. It is bad enough that you have ripped apart our beautiful
countryside, with trees felled, and natural habitats decimated, all by HS2 in our locality. To add further insult, you
think itis a good idea to shove this monstrosity into our beautiful, tranquil and nature filled, local environment.
We should be using brownfield sites at all times. This area does not have the infrastructure to cope with such a
huge volume of housing, as stated so eloquently by our local Parish Council.

I insist that you note my vehement response with regards to this being a disgusting, impractical, wasteful, totally
unsuitable, proposal for my local area. Hopefully, someone will see sense and stop this proposed development
immediately.

| expect a swift response

Yours with great disappointment

Mrs. S. J Beeston
Sent from my Galaxy
| expect
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From: it oenis [

Sent: 05 December 2022 19:06

To: SPP Consultations

Cc:

Subject: Proposed plans for Meecebrook Garden Village
Dear Sir/ Madam

I would like to bring to your attention the important points raised in this correspondence with regard to the
proposed local plan by Stafford Borough Council for the development of, * Meecebrook Garden Village'

We are residents of Yarnfield Village which, if these plans go ahead we believe, will be adversely affected by this
development.

Firstly we feel it is totally unprofessional and extremely lacking in any common sense that the Borough Council does
not expect a development on this scale will not have a negative impact on the local communities surrounding it.

To build on this scale, (6000 homes in total), in one area of Stone which lacks adequate infrastructure to
accommodate this safely is both irresponsible and completely lacking in any respect for those, whose lives, will be
completely changed.

The safety of our elderly residents, children and indeed all of the neighbourhood affected, must be of paramount
importance to a Borough Council.

The adjoining roads will be chaotic.
The wildlife drastically reduced.
The beauty of the surrounding countryside diminished.

We are by no means selfish residents only interested in their own wellbeing and surroundings, as we fully appreciate
homes need to be constructed for the ever increasing population.
However a development of this size is completely inappropriate and unnecessary in one area.

Why should the whole of Staffordshire housing requirements be confined to this one, very beautiful area?
We already have been very patient with the disruption caused by yet another construction that has impacted on our
lives, that being the controversial HS2 train line.

We are also aware of an alternative proposal on the edge of an urban area of Stafford that appears to be more
advantageous and accommodating in that it already has a lot of the required infrastructure in place.

We do not believe this is merely ' passing the book’, and moving the problem to someone else, in this case other
local communities, as this alternative proposal appears it will not cause the enormous negative impact of that in
building at Meecebrook.

Therefore we ask again why the total required housing needs of Stafford needs to be confined to one area?

Surely in creating new housing on smaller scale developments over perhaps two to three different areas is both
more practical, achievable and less of a negative impact on those residents it would affect as well as conducive to

happier and healthier communities overall.
1
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We are totally disappointed and disillusioned with Stafford Borough Councils plans and their complete disregard for
people's quality of living, safety and wellbeing should these proposals go ahead.

We look forward to your response and explanations on this matter.
Yours sincerely

Mr and Mrs Bellis
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 28 November 2022 21:12

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Edward James Bennett

Spery |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To strengthen our town centres through a quality
environment and flexible mix of uses. , To deliver infrastructure led growth supported by

accessible services and facilities. and To provide an attractive place to live and work and
support strong communities that promote health and wellbeing.

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: | don't agree with the development strategy, as it focuses on the north and west
of stafford receiving all the housing allocation, without adequate provision of services,
particularly for the development proposed at Woodseaves and Gnosall.

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: Putting Woodseaves in Tier 4 is not right; it should be in Tier 5. The facilities
Woodseaves have are limited to that of a single shop / post office and a pub. Other
Settlements in Tier 4 are far larger, with better transport links and accessible locations of
employment nearby. Whilst Woodseaves has been classified as a "key service village" it is
significantly smaller than other villages even in Tier 5.

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: Development planned in Woodseaves is proposed in the effectively the open

1
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countryside, the preffered option's housing allocation reference location HIG13, would
damage the countryside and be an unnecessary and incongruous development.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No

Comments: The Green Belt should cover most of Staffordshire, it is completely ridiculous
to be developing the boundaries of the borough, whilst the existing urban centres are not
being focused on enough. 5.2 states — A purpose of the Green Belt is to safeguard the
countryside from encroachment - the preferred option generally presents itself as an ill
thought-out encroachment onto the countryside, whether or not it is officially classified as
green belt.

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: The plan is a perversion of the draft High Offley Parish Neighbourhood plan,
where the Borough Council has cherry-picked and added additional land for housing

development, directly contravening the majority village view that the village had limited
housing needs (which were incorporated into the draft Neighbourhood Plan).

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No
Comments: Using the word "garden” is a misrepresentation of the scale of the proposed

development. It is heavily predicated on a new railway station that may never be built. It
would be better to focus development around existing Stafford Town Centres.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: Woodseaves: Land to rear of Woodseaves School (HIG13)l Stafford Borough’s
proposed Local Plan Preferred Option will fail to create a community that is prosperous
and attractive in Woodseaves because it is unsustainable. Locally, we believe the

proposed housing allocation (reference location HIG13) will create social, transport and
environmental issues and have many adverse impacts, which the plan does nothing to
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mitigate. Unsustainable Woodseaves is not the right place for new housing of this scale,
because new housing at this location would be: * on greenfield land and so would damage
the environment, < unsustainable due to: « a lack of local economic activity and e a lack of
essential, local, social infrastructure and services i.e., healthcare and leisure facilities, high
schools and child care provision. « insufficient public transport (bus provision) so new
inhabitants would be forced to use cars to get to work, and access facilities and services
elsewhere in the Borough ¢ Inherently unbalanced provision of housing versus other
societal provisions; whilst the plan allocates housing to Woodseaves, for Woodseaves it
does not provide commensurate additional capacity in relation to Employment, Transport
connections, Healthcare, Education, Local Services and amenities, and
Utilities. Undesirable Social Impact The Community Impact Assessment does not address
how the significant increase in new housing in Woodseaves village has the potential to
create inequality and significant social division. There would be inequality because, new
housing stock would be built to modern standards, with better insulation, likely be heated
via ground source heat pumps and solar panels, there would be better parking provision
and electric charging points for cars, and improved highway/ footway infrastructure. Whilst
this is desirable for a new development, the rest of the community would remain in older
inefficient homes, heated by oil and serviced by poor highway infrastructure. This
inequality would be significant for the population of Woodseaves because the new housing
allocation, effectively increases the village land take by about 25% and would create a new
significantly large minority, in one quadrant of the village, making the rest of the village
second class inhabitants. Transport and Access Both main roads out of Woodseaves, the
A519 and B5405 are fast and dangerous without footpaths beyond the boundary of the
village and unsuitable for cycling. Bus services are infrequent and not always suitable for
transport for commuters or high school children. There would be poor access to the
proposed field site to the east. All traffic from the site would have to exit onto the
A519. There are already issues with parking in the village at two areas, which the new
house stock would exacerbate. 1. On Dickies Lane there is insufficient parking and the
road struggles to cope with the volume of traffic during school drop-off / pick-up times.
The road lacks pavements on both sides, forcing pedestrians to cross midway, and at busy
times, due to crowding on the footway pedestrians walk in the road. The road narrows at
the school end, allowing only room for a single car. The new housing would bring more
traffic down Dickies Lane, as people enter the village from Stafford at the east to go to the
new housing estate. Both ends of Dickies Lane have poor visibility onto the main roads
preventing cars from efficiently entering and exiting the lane. 2. At the location of the
limited local amenities, the One Stop Shop / Post Office and the Cock Inn the pavements
are thin and there are already problems with vehicles parking on the pavements.
Increasing the housing stock would have several undesirable impacts. It would: a.
increase traffic locally and cause further parking problems. b. Slow down the flow of the
A519 through the village, and increase level of pollution and noise along this main road. c.
Make it even more dangerous and difficult for pedestrians crossing the A519 to get to the
other side of the village due to reduced visibility from parked vehicles and increased
frequency of passing vehicles. Employment Opportunities Within Woodseaves there are
no businesses which can provide employment to a significant number of people. New
villagers would have to travel predominantly by car outside the village to get to
work. Local Services and amenities Villagers presently have to travel predominantly by car
outside the village to access services, in Eccleshall, Gnosall and Newport, where services
at these locations are already oversubscribed. There is lack of childcare provision for
those under 3 years old — most parents travel by car to the aforementioned locations to
access these services. There are no leisure facilities and no social provision for
youths. Education There are no high schools in the area, so high school age residents
have to travel substantial distances to get to high school in Newport, or Stafford. As there
is insufficient public transport from Woodseaves, increasing the housing allocation would
likely lead to an increase private car travel from Woodseaves. Also can the primary school
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cope with the predicted increase in pupils associated with the significant increase in
population without expansion? Utilities: « The Woodseaves sewage plant is currently
broken and presently there is a significant issue with sewage requiring removal by tanker
to prevent a significant environmental incident, even more significant due to the proximity
of Woodseaves to the downstream nature reserve (Loyton Moss) a Site of Special
Scientific Interest. Increasing the size of Woodseaves would create further risk.  Thereis
no gas supply. The majority of the village is heated by oil. « There are issues with mobile
phone reception. « There is only one telecommunications provider BT. « The power
distribution network is likely insufficient - There are already fairly regular power outage
issues in Woodseaves. Environmental / Climate Change issues The plan does not
address the impact of climate change and would exacerbate problem by < Creating
significantly increased local traffic — see transport and access. « Reducing the area of land
for rainwater to soak away. Creating a new housing estate would create more run-off into
the Woodseaves sewer system. There has been local flash flooding on Dickies Lane
causing significant damage to properties on the lower side of the road. New housing would
add to the problem here. « Reducing land available for food production. The site may be
unsuitable as other residents claim that the field has previously been used as an
unlicensed illegal landfill. | was shocked when | was shown this photo taken by our
neighbour in the 1990s (from the end of Woodhaven, looking northwards into the field),
giving some idea of the extent of earth works undertaken in the field. The works were as
high as the bulldozer used to move the material. | prefer not to think about what might be
buried in the field a few feet from my garden. Woodseaves CoE Academy Building
housing behind the school would prevent any further northward expansion of the school.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)
Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: Comments on Proposed Local Green Space LGS.PO.15. 1. Would this LGS
prevent the growth of Woodseaves C of E Academy onto the field, if this was required to
cope with additional pupils? 2. The green space as designated is of limited use to the
village, as it only has 1 access location, has no playpark, has no amenities and dog
walkers are prohibited from using the space. Its position at the east of the village makes it
less accessible to those on the west side of the village. It would be better to designate
green space in the area proposed as housing, behind the housing on Dickies Lane, this
more central location would allow creation of better access, carparking and amenities. 3.
In Woodseaves, why is the green space adjacent to Willowcroft not also designated a Local
Green Space?

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No
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Comments: The plan does not provide economic development areas where it is allocating
substantial housing developments, it is unbalanced and will create unnecessary need for
commuting via private vehicles as new housing allocation is not sufficiently placed on existing
public transport corridors.

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: The percent allocation for High Offley - Woodseaves as 40% affordable is out of
step with transport and economic provision for the potential inhabitants of new housing in
this area.

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes
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Comments: We would like to see individual assessments for each location where housing
allocation, is proposed that balance the housing provision against provision of social,
healthcare, education, economic, transport infrastructure services, to ensure that
individual housing developments are sustainable for the existing communities where they
will be placed.

General Comments:

Points to consider specific to Woodseaves Stafford Borough’s proposed Local Plan
Preferred Option will fail to create a community that is prosperous and attractive in
Woodseaves because it is unsustainable. Locally, we believe the proposed housing
allocation (reference location HIG13) will create social, transport and environmental issues
and have many adverse impacts, which the plan does nothing to mitigate - see Policy 12
Comments for details of objection. The video of the consultation is misleading as it does
not show any imagery of Woodseaves that would be spoilt by new development. The
consultation with the village has been insufficient, given the significant increase in
housing provision the Borough should have visited the village and consulted directly with
the villagers. The plan is a perversion of the draft High Offley Parish Neighbourhood plan,
where the Borough Council has cherry-picked and added additional land for housing
development, directly contravening the majority village view that the village had limited
housing needs (which were incorporated into the draft Neighbourhood Plan).
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 10 December 2022 16:44

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Edward James Bennett

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: No reply

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies

Page 113

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

| have just heard that: It is understood that the forthcoming ‘Levelling Up and
Regeneration Bill’, will now include, after agreement with the Minister Michael Gove, the
following which we trust the SBC will take account of in evaluating the SBC 2020/40
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Plan. Housing ‘Targets’ remain, but they will be only "advisory". In the words of our
agreement, they become a "starting point, a guide that is not mandatory". Targets will now
be more influenced by constraints such as density and the existing character of an area.
This will help prevent suburbs feeling they are being turned into cities, and rural areas into
suburbs. Where councils can show genuine constraints on their capacity to meet the target
generated by the centrally determined methodology, they will be able to put a reduced
figure in their local plan, and the power of the Planning Inspectorate to block this will be
curtailed. Inspectors will be required to take a more "reasonable" and "pragmatic"
approach to "plans that take account of the concerns of the local community”. Given the
above and the recent High Offley Parish Council response which states their view that HIG
13 is disproportionate and incongruous with the character of Woodseaves, | would like
SBC to reconsidered the preferred option, remove HIG 13 from the plan and reduce the
housing allocation so it remains in proportion with local services and infrastructure
provision.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 22:56
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Jessica Bennett

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: -

Topics (Contents page): Vision and Objectives

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To deliver infrastructure led growth supported by
accessible services and facilities., To provide an attractive place to live and work and
support strong communities that promote health and wellbeing. and To increase and

enhance green and blue infrastructure in the borough and to enable greater access to it
while improving the natural environment and biodiversity.

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: Although Woodseaves is recognised a key service village, in character and size
itis more similar to the villages in tier 5 than 4. Woodseaves has very few amenities,
employment, infrastructure, etc when compared to the other settlements identified in tier 4
Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No reply
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Comments: The policy states 'Delivery of the flood risk, drainage, sustainable transport and
renewable energy solutions planned across the borough." Additional housing in
Woodseaves would significantly contribute to further flood risks and exacerbate exisitng
problems wirh drainage. No sustainable transport solutions have been allocated into the
plan for Woodseaves

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No reply
Comments: No reply
Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Yes

Comments: | don't agree with the identified possible land for housing developments in
Woodseaves, particularly HIG13 for several reasons. The proposal significantly increases
the size of the village which is disproportionate when compared to other proposed
developments in the borough. | believe a development of this size is against the
communities wishes as recognised when consultations took place regarding the previous
neighbourhood plans and a meeting on the 24th November where residents were
overwhelmingly against such a large scale development. Futhermore, the Secretary of
State for Housing, Michael Gove stated on 5th December that new developments must
have the support of local communities. Woodseaves, although a KSV, does not have the
infrastructure and services that comparative to other villages named in tier 4. Woodseaves
does not have the infrastructure to cope with such a large development. There are no
doctors surgeries in the village and the closest surgeries in Eccleshall and Gnosall are
struggling with the increased demand created by new housing in the respective locations.
The bus service is infrequent and the roads to Stafford, Newport, Eccleshall and Gnosall
are not completely suitable for cyclists. There are no major employers in Woodseaves ,this
means people moving into such housing would be travelling mainly via private vehicle to
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other locations for work, significantly increasing the volume of traffic each day. This is not
environmentally sustainable and also is a safety concern. The junction with Dicky's Lane
and Stafford Road does not have good visibility and combined with the increased school
traffic, plus additional commuter traffic from any new developments could create a very
dangerous situation. In addition the village sewage system in inadequate, does not cope
currently and would need significant improvements for such a scale of housebuilding.
Finally, | believe in the current uncertain times, it is just wrong to turn green space, used
for agriculture into housing developments. Surely we should be doing everything we can
to preserve productive farming land?

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: Woodseaves is wrongly placed as a Tier 4 village. It is the smallest village in the
category. Some of the villages in Tier 5 comprise of more dwellings and have better
facilities and infrastructure. Looking at the settlement assessment carried out in 2018,
Woodseaves has more in common with the settlements listed in Tier 5so it is
disproportionate to allocate such alarge housing development (HIG13) to be proposed.
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: | think further assessment of Woodseaves as a proposed site for housing
development is needed. Especially in regards to the lack of infrastructure, amenities and
employment opportunities and how this would contribute to a new housing development
being unsustainable.

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 10 December 2022 16:28
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Lori Bennett

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | object on the following grounds 1). The new legislation (Levelling Up and
Regeneration Bill) has removed the duty to cooperate and therefore the 400+ homes that
SBC has to take from Birmingham etc is no longer relevant. This was a key reason for
Meecebrook. 2). The original proposal was entirely predicated on using the MoD

site. This land was withdrawn by the MoD. The new plan is just an attempt to salvage a
bad idea and get the Hyas consultants afee. 3). Flood plain. The land floods badly
particularly near Slindon. 4). Ultimately Eccleshall, Slindon, Yarnfield etc will all become

one huge place. 5). Food security. Itis wrong to use good grade 2 and 3 land for
housing. Brownfield first.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

3



Page 123
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 26 November 2022 18:09

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: David Bennion

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Acge: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculturF(;aglilé26
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

The plans in relation to Woodseaves, are poor. The excessive development, is neither safe,
nor practical. The local infrastructure is already struggling with the current level of
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development this includes the sewage and water treatment. In addition to this the school is
small and can not meet the demand. Transport links to the village are in general poor
which means a dangerous increase in car numbers on the road to and from the village.
Most sites highlighted on the plan are accessed via the A519. This road is busy and
difficult to cross at peak times or egress from properties. Further sites would cause further
difficulties and risk of accidents. Health provision in the area is already challenged, with
difficult in accessing emergency care as considerable distance from any hospital or
ambulance to respond to emergencies in this area. All sites but 1 are on green fields a
haven for wildlife and the destruction of our countyside during a time in history which has
been highlighted at a climate crisis is shameful by this council, when there is a town centre
empty and many brown field site that should be developed.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 12 December 2022 01:06
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: William John Bennison

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [JJj

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: » Undermines the rural community and taking away agricultural land « Serious
increase in road traffic affecting Eccleshall areas even if a new railway station was built
Areas of the Meece valley are subjected to flooding which impacts the existing properties
which Meecebrook proposal will create a further flooding impact « Other options should be
given equal considerations for housing

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply

Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply
2
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Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: Gillian Bertram _

Sent: 09 December 2022 23:07
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: Meecebrook housing development

With almost 6,000 houses planed the pressure on the surrounding villages will be enormous if an early start isn't
given to the infrastructure, these villages are already trying to absorb an additional population due to new house
building. GP surgeries health centres schools should therefore be a priority in the early stage of this large
development.

Mrs G.M. Bertram

My IPad
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 11 December 2022 16:29

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Graham Best

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Acge: IR

Added to database: ||}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculturF(;aglilég5
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

We object to further developments in the Aston Lodge Area due to the following factors:
Increased traffic on the Uttoxeter Road, especially during busy periods, causing additional
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congestion at the level crossing and traffic lights.  Increased flood risk, due to a build-up
of runoff water at the bottom of Saddler Avenue - there have been historical flooding
issues, where two streams converge on the Grassy Patch (to the west of STO13). « Lack of
supporting infrastructure (e.g., sewers and drains, increase in power cuts).  Insufficient
GP surgeries and access to medical resources. « Poor pedestrian access, from Lichfield
Road, particularly for people with mobility issues over the level crossing ¢ Lack of public
transport . Compromises and limited access issues for the Emergency Services Extra
Strain on car parking
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 09 December 2022 21:28

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Emma Birch

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Yes

Comments: Gnosall; This development needs to be reviewed taking into account the
following points; 1. the main site is out of NP boundary which was meant to be in place
until 2031 and took many residents much work to complete and was supported by 90%+ of
voters in the referendum 2. There are very limited facilities within Gnosall - the current
Coop has been sold to Asda, and will no doubt become just a 'garage shop' many of the
older residents use this shop for their main shop. Drs & Dentists are at capacity, along with
the local school which currently has no plans for extra room. Any further residents will put
an even greater strain on local facilities. 3. we have no local full hospital service - no
paediatric or maternity care. Ambulance services under great strain. Lack of provision for

elderly care - current residents are in a vulnerable position for health services, even more
residents would put this under greater strain. 4 Main site is good agricultural land

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 15:38
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Jennifer Birchall

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: Preferred options of the SBC 2020/ 2040 Plan Woodseaves You propose to
extend the small village of Woodseaves by 30%. To consider placing so many houses in
such a small village, which you have wrongly placed in Tier 4 in the 'Settlement Hierarchy',
is avery bad judgement call for the following reasons: « A 30% increase to the size of Tier 5
(not Tier 4) in massively excessive for a small rural village and will totally destroy the fabric
of this lovely area. | am at a total loss to understand how Woodeaves can be placed in the
same Tier as villages such as Gnosall and Eccleshall when those villages have a multitude
of shops, public services/amenities and transport links. Gnosall also has a Health Centre
the size of a sports centre. Eccleshall has a high street, seven pubs, restaurants, Doctors
Surgery, Library, a large and small Supermarket and over 3000 inhabitants. Woodseaves
has one pub, one small shop and a small primary school with a low rating and approx. 700
inhabitants. Tittensor has a slightly higher population and Seighford over 2.5 times the
population of Woodseaves yet classified Tier 5. If the classifications of the Tiers are based
on population sizes the question has to be answered — Why is Woodeaves in not classed
as a small Tier 5in your settlement hierarchy. It is extremely unsettling the way these tiers
have been agreed considering the populations of each settlement which | have carefully
examined. Also, Tier 5- Hopton and Coton Parish have 2500 inhabitants which is strange
and begs another question of what is a settlement, as there are no population figures

for your term ‘Settlements’ only Parishes. e« The lack of services and facilities in the
village would necessitate the need to travel in cars for just about all local services and
important amenities —too many to list but includes travelling to work, all aspects of
healthcare, leisure and Education. This would certainly violate any initiatives to reduce
carbon footprint. « There is almost no employment in the village except for the local pub
and small shop. Therefore most of the people from the new housing estate would need to
travel in and out of the village possibly long distances to work adding again to the carbon
footprint. « Lack of any public transport, would also mean excess car journeys to and from
the village « Damage to the environment due to excessive construction on green field

land < The village does not have sewerage and drainage systems fit for purpose now. If will
certainly not be able to support a 30% increase in housing. Seven Trent are struggling to
support the village requirements at present without the increase. « The surrounding roads
and pavements are very narrow. A huge increase in vehicles would add to the issues of
safety, especially around the school and access for infant pedestrians crossing, the
already busy, A519. « The proposed site is outside the Woodeaves settlement boundary so
violates the New Rural Dwelling Policy — surely. There is no good reason mitigate this

2
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violation and erect 88 houses on this land outside the boundary. ¢ The proposed site has
be allegedly been used as an illegal landfill with apparent evidence kept by neighbours
adjacent to the site. « Page 87 Policy 32 Residential Amenity Development will not be
permitted which causes unacceptable effects on the residential amenity of neighbouring
occupants or does not provide for adequate levels of amenity for future occupants. In
assessing the impact of development on the living conditions of occupants, regard will be
had to the categories of pollution listed in Policy 50, together with the following amenity
considerations: It is difficult to imagine how this criteria will ever be met the residents
adjacent to the proposed if permission is granted for site HIG13.

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply
Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply

Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: Woodseaves Contrary to your own criteria, You are proposing to erect 88
houses outside the settlement boundary on local green space.

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for

3
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Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: philip ircnal |

Sent: 11 December 2022 13:15

To: SPP Consultations

Subject: Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill
Dear Sir

| am currently completing the online survey for ‘Consideration of the SBC 2020 / 2040 Plan’ more specifically
for Woodseaves. Can | please ask you to comment on how you believe the Bill will affect your
Regeneration Plan and do you believe there is scope for reducing the extent of your proposals, especially
in rural villages such as Woodseaves.

It is understood that the forthcoming ‘Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill’, will now include, after agreement
with the Minister Michael Gove, the following which we trust the SBC will take account of in evaluating the
SBC 2020/40 Plan.

e Housing ‘Targets’ remain, but they will be only "advisory". In the words of our agreement, they
become a "starting point, a guide that is not mandatory".

o Targets will now be more influenced by constraints such as density and the existing character of
an area. This will help prevent suburbs feeling they are being turned into cities, and rural areas
into suburbs. Where councils can show genuine constraints on their capacity to meet the target
generated by the centrally determined methodology, they will be able to put a reduced figure in their
local plan, and the power of the Planning Inspectorate to block this will be curtailed.

o Inspectors will be required to take a more "reasonable” and "pragmatic” approach to "plans that
take account of the concerns of the local community".

Kind Regards

Phil Birchall

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 15:29
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Philip Birchall

email: |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Yes

Comments: Preferred options of the SBC 2020/ 2040 Plan Woodseaves You propose to
extend the small village of Woodseaves by 30%. To consider placing so many houses in
such a small village, which you have wrongly placed in Tier 4 in the 'Settlement Hierarchy',
is avery bad judgement call for the following reasons: « A 30% increase to the size of Tier 5
(not Tier 4) in massively excessive for a small rural village and will totally destroy the fabric
of this lovely area. | am at a total loss to understand how Woodeaves can be placed in the
same Tier as villages such as Gnosall and Eccleshall when those villages have a multitude
of shops, public services/amenities and transport links. Gnosall also has a Health Centre
the size of a sports centre. Eccleshall has a high street, seven pubs, restaurants, Doctors
Surgery, Library, a large and small Supermarket and over 3000 inhabitants. Woodseaves
has one pub, one small shop and a small primary school with a low rating and approx. 700
inhabitants. Tittensor has a slightly higher population and Seighford over 2.5 times the
population of Woodseaves yet classified Tier 5. If the classifications of the Tiers are based
on population sizes the question has to be answered — Why is Woodeaves in not classed
as a small Tier 5in your settlement hierarchy. It is extremely unsettling the way these tiers
have been agreed considering the populations of each settlement which | have carefully
examined. Also, Tier 5- Hopton and Coton Parish have 2500 inhabitants which is strange
and begs another question of what is a settlement, as there are no population figures

for your term ‘Settlements’ only Parishes. e« The lack of services and facilities in the
village would necessitate the need to travel in cars for just about all local services and
important amenities —too many to list but includes travelling to work, all aspects of
healthcare, leisure and Education. This would certainly violate any initiatives to reduce
carbon footprint. « There is almost no employment in the village except for the local pub
and small shop. Therefore most of the people from the new housing estate would need to
travel in and out of the village possibly long distances to work adding again to the carbon
footprint. « Lack of any public transport, would also mean excess car journeys to and from
the village « Damage to the environment due to excessive construction on green field

land < The village does not have sewerage and drainage systems fit for purpose now. If will
certainly not be able to support a 30% increase in housing. Seven Trent are struggling to
support the village requirements at present without the increase. « The surrounding roads
and pavements are very narrow. A huge increase in vehicles would add to the issues of
safety, especially around the school and access for infant pedestrians crossing, the
already busy, A519. « The proposed site is outside the Woodeaves settlement boundary so
violates the New Rural Dwelling Policy — surely. There is no good reason mitigate this
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violation and erect 88 houses on this land outside the boundary. ¢ The proposed site has
be allegedly been used as an illegal landfill with apparent evidence kept by neighbours
adjacent to the site. « Page 87 Policy 32 Residential Amenity Development will not be
permitted which causes unacceptable effects on the residential amenity of neighbouring
occupants or does not provide for adequate levels of amenity for future occupants. In
assessing the impact of development on the living conditions of occupants, regard will be
had to the categories of pollution listed in Policy 50, together with the following amenity
considerations: It is difficult to imagine how this criteria will ever be met the residents
adjacent to the proposed if permission is granted for site HIG13.

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No
Comments: No reply
Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No



Comments: No reply
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Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural

dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: el Blacklock [N

Sent: 05 December 2022 20:13

To: SPP Consultations

Cc:

Subject: Stafford borough local plan 2020-2040 preferred options consultation
Dear sirs

Since 2014 my family and | have been residents in Slindon village and have made our family home comfortble and
future proof with the intention to staying in the countryside environment.

It is with sincere concern that we learn of the councils proposal “Meecebrook Garden Community ”.

The plan seems to have been previously submitted using a ex MOD site at Swynerton, however the new proposal
seems to have shifted away from the site and is focused on land close to Eccleshall, Slindon, Cold Meece and Land
surrounding Raleigh Hall industrial estate and out lying villages. The plans have been released without consideration
or consultation with any of the local villages included. Why have we not been consulted and why are the plans not
based on local community needs?

The plan details an addition 3000-6000 new homes, with the average home having 2-4 occupants this would mean
an influx of between 6000-24000 residents. This | my opinion is not a village occupancy figure and is more impacting
on the local surroundings which must | must bring to your attention.

In relation to the highways and traffic impact, these occupants must commute to a place of work and local
amenities, the most local of which is Eccleshall Highstreet and travelling further afield Stone. Eccleshall is already
experiencing high volumes of through traffic causing parking problems and delays to hgv and farm related vehicles
travelling through the restricted high st. | understand the need for social housing inclusion in the build to offer
diversity and opportunities to all residents but fail to see how lower income families are to efficiently travel to
shopping amenities. Rural bus routes are limited and village stores do not offer the diverse cost ranges of main
towns.

Eccleshall and the surrounding villages are conservation zones and have already experience major traffic juction
alterations to serve the Raleigh Hall Industrial estate which was previously the site to a major haulage distribution
company Gist Logistics. Gist have since relocated to Crewe in readiness for HS2. Eccleshall and the surrounding
villages support a large arable and dairy farming community with the existing highways routes already limited and at
time dangerous to road users due to narrow access and parked vehicles. The plans do not detail any highways
consideration to what will be a large impact on volume and throughput. Villages need to support local farming and
their transportation needs throughout the year, the recent lockdown proved we as a nation needs local businesses.

Both Eccleshall and Yarnfield have already been developed to provide additional houses equating to 46% of the new
homes in the key service villages in the past ten years. These villages are struggling to accommodate the increase in
capacity without infrastructure upgrades to public amenities and services. The number of proposed occupants
would only compound or be unsupportable.

The proposal seems to be converting agricultural land to residential use, how does this make environmental policy
sense? When brown field land is already available? Please talk to our local farmers who currently work the
surrounding land.
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The main concern as a local resident is that of the areas Flood Risk, this has become increasingly evident and is not
addressed in the recent 2019 strategic flood risk publication. The areas surrounding the proposed development are
reliant on service water drainage via the River Sow and | along with any local residents can assure your departments
that drainage systems are ineffective now. Eccleshall High st already floods regularly , with the newly constructed
housing estates adding to the increase in water levels. The balancing systems do not and will not work. The main
river courses already flood the surrounding villages and the addition of a new development will compound and
impact the flood plane further.

| bring to your attention the recent flooding in Slindon which highlighted that local drainage systems were not
documented or cleared effectively for over a decade. Whilst poor maintenance impacts the local houses, these
systems are reliant on water course maintenance throughout the region. During the flooding the main road A519 to
Newcastle is closed, many surrounding routes also are impassable until flood levels naturally subside. The lands
topography does not support your housing proposal and further flooding will be experienced, if you are aware of
this natural problem, | would be very interested to understanding how you are to engineer the natural water
drainage and prevent future flood damage?

| have personally been involved with Staffordshire planning with improvements to my own home and fully support
the need to submit, seek approval and maintain local borough planning regulations, | would therefore hope that
other residents constructing future buildings including property development companies, agricultural facilities also
borough councils , follow and seek the same stringent approvals. It is with sincere disbelief that major developments
can be proposed without including local input and advice from the people that know the areas problems “ the
residents”

I mention the main concerns but these are by no means limited and future consideration should be made to road
safety, highways, schooling which is already at capacity, surface water and sewage treatment, which again Is at
capacity, electricity supplies, local transport, shops etc, all of which should be focussed to brown field sites and not
to areas of beautiful countryside.

Please can you advise and consider the major concerns highlighted above ,along with consideration for other local
villagers and communities.

Yours sincerely

Del Blacklock

Sent from my iPad
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 12 December 2022 11:20
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: margaret blakeman

Email: _

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [JJj

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and

2



Page 154
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

| object to land at Ash Flats being included on the options ref STAFMBO03 ASH FLATS This
land has a nice public footpath which is very well used, part of the castlechurch way. There
are very few areas to walk here and exercise safely due to the large amount of speeding

3
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vehicles and farm machinery using the adjoining lanes, this area should be preserved for
elderly folk who wish to walk and exercise their dogs A previous attempt at building here
was taken by yourselves to judicial review level where it failed, this must mean something
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 23 November 2022 11.01

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: debra blakeman-barratt

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: Land at Ashflats (STAFMBO03) This land is valuable productive farm land, in the
past years cattle and sheep have grazed here, maize has been grown and silage has been
made. This land is important green space and has a very well used footpath through the
middle of it encouraging healthy exercise This land was subject to a failed large

scale planning attempt and a subsequent judicial review fully backed by your Council , it
is important to note that this review has been held precedent for many other inquiries
around the country. The entrance /exits for any planned development are unclear and
potentially unsafe in a country area There is a wide diversity of wildlife, buzzards, native
birds, badgers, foxes , newts etc in the area . There is a water course and small pond

. The housing numbers were met in previous years and i believe are still excellent making
it unnecessary to develop farmland in this country area

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No

Comments: Land at Ashflats (STAFMBO03) This land is valuable productive farm land, in the
past years cattle and sheep have grazed here, maize has been grown and silage has been
made. This land is important green space and has a very well used footpath through the
middle of it encouraging healthy exercise This land was subject to a failed large

scale planning attempt and a subsequent judicial review fully backed by your Council , it
is important to note that this review has been held precedent for many other inquiries
around the country. The entrance /exits for any planned development are unclear and
potentially unsafe in a country area There is a wide diversity of wildlife, buzzards, native
birds, badgers, foxes , newts etc in the area . There is a water course and small pond

. The housing numbers were met in previous years and i believe are still excellent making
it unnecessary to develop farmland in this country area

General Comments:

Land at Ashflats (STAFMBO03) This land is valuable productive farm land, in the past years
cattle and sheep have grazed here, maize has been grown and silage has been made. This
land is important green space and has a very well used footpath through the middle of it
encouraging healthy exercise This land was subject to a failed large scale planning
attempt and a subsequent judicial review fully backed by your Council , it is important to
note that this review has been held precedent for many other inquiries around the
country. The entrance /exits for any planned development are unclear and potentially
unsafe in a country area There is a wide diversity of wildlife, buzzards, native birds,
badgers, foxes , newts etc in the area. There is a water course and small pond . The
housing numbers were met in previous years and i believe are still excellent making it
unnecessary to develop farmland in this country area
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From: john bodikin [

Sent: 05 December 2022 13:58
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: STAFFMBO03

I would like to object to the plans for the development STAFFMBO03.

Adding 280 homes to a country lane that currently has less than 20 is ridiculous and carrying out a traffic survey
when everyone was told to work from home and the local school was shut is pointless or deliberately misleading.
The development on green belt land when so many brown field sites are undeveloped and a huge green belt sight is
being built to the north of Stafford seems to be an unnecessary destruction of the environment especially as the
development makes no attempt to be environmentally friendly, | see no signs of ground source heat pumps solar
panels high levels of insulation etc that we are all being told we need to do to secure a future. There seems to be no
offer to offset this environmental damage by trying to re nature another plot of land to offset the carbon impact
instead they seem to want to spend time and money on consultants and pointless traffic reports. This appears to be
the worst of all developments destroying the environment damaging communities whilst constructing
unimaginative and outdated properties not meeting on of the future needs of Stafford or the UK at large.

[ would hope that Stafford council and Stafford planners would be striving to build a better future and serve the
local community all | see in these plans is mediocrity the only benefits the bottom line of a developer. | hate to see
any green belt land lost forever but if it is necessary do so do it driving for the future with high quality future
proofed development don't just rubber stamp the same old rubbish please.

Yours hopefully Mr J Bodkin

Get Qutlook for Android
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From: Alastair Bonsa!| I

Sent: 05 December 2022 08:46
To: SPP Consultations

Subject: meecebrook consultation
Attachments: meecebrook alastair.docx

Please find attached my letter about Meecebrook



Reference ID Code: 192; Bonsall, A. - Part B Page 162

To whom it may concern.

My name is Alastair Bonsall. | live and farm in the beautiful picturesque small hamlet of Slindon that
is surrounded by some of the very best countryside in which there are several other small villages
and towns. So why do some people think this is an ideal place to rip it up and put a so called garden
village which will consist of 6000 house and the other infrastructure that comes with that many new
house such as schools, supermarket, health care and a train station is frankly beyond me.

There are a few things I’'m going to outline why | feel that is an absolute outrage and should have
never have been even thought about in the first place.

1, The traffic in the local area is already bad enough without even thinking of adding 6000 new
houses which could lead to an extra 12,000 cars in the local area. The high street in Eccleshall is
practically shocking if a small lorry goes down it and a van is coming the other way its turn to grid
lock so will 12,000 more cars help to reduce this or simply make it 12,000 times worse.

| live on the side of the A519 and it is already a very very busy road and becomes almost a cut
through road if there is a closure on the M6 between 14 and 15 this road is only going to get busier
and busier as this is the road that the western side of the this so called garden village will look to exit
onto.

Also most of the local roads are old signal track roads which will all have to be changed to deal with
the massively increased traffic flow that’s going to be going down them. Also as someone who is
farming and use agricultural equipment on the lanes it’s going to be made very difficult to move for
field to field and going about my general farming life.

The area also has got HS2 building built on it in which will only mean that more roads will be closed
or turned into dead ends so why having an extra 6000 house or 12,000 cars going in the same area
would be good is beyond my thinking.

2, Drainage is a very real problem in the area with some of the ground that | farm bordering the
proposed site floods very badly and the local water pumping house has just put and extra overflow
pipe into the brook which will only make the drainage problem worse.

Also having worked on the some of the ground for other farmers on the proposed sites they do also
flood as well. Also both Slindon and Eccleshall both have had very bad flooding problems in recent
years so taking away land that could be used to soak it up and replacing it with concrete and tarmac
isn’t going to help the problems of flooding especially with Eccleshall being at the bottom of the
bank of half of the proposed building site.
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3, The loss of all the agricultural ground at a time when food security and food miles has never been
more in the public eye. The ground that has been ear marked for this garden village currently
produce potatoes, wheat, barley, oats, maize, feed beans, also grows grass for livestock of which
there is beef, pork and lamb all produced on the area that is going to the taken out of food
production should be a crime. Also being a young farmer it will also cut off any way of me expanding
my farm as it will all be taken up with houses.

| feel that this is the wrong area to be building such a large scale development. With the developers
making the money on selling houses when will the other infrastructure be built? If there are children
in Meecebrook will they be forced to go to the other local schools before the new ones are built? As
the local school a struggling for space at the minute and 6000 house could push the local education
system into overload.

| really hope that you take the time to reconsider why this has been chosen for this development. |
can see the need for more houses to be built. Are any of the new ones built going to be affordable
which is what the county is in need of? Also with the local house price already pricing me and my
girlfriend of ever being able to buy a house in the locality, would the new development just be more
over priced housing?

| hope that this has shown how strongly | feel against the new development
Yours Faithfully

Alastair Bonsall
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From: George Bonsall _
Sent: 04 December 2022 14:34

To: SPP Consultations

Subject: Meecebrook

Attachments: AGB meecebrook.docx

Please find attached my letter regarding the Meecebrook site

Sent from Mail for Windows
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To the council

My farm is in Slindon with fields reaching sytch lane thus | meet the proposed new Meecebrook
garden village. The fields flood when we have heavy rain. The pumping station at mill Meece has just
finished putting on overflow pipe into the sow and pen brook so they can empty water into it. So we
will have even more water flowing down. On your proposed map my land has been designated as a
green corridor what’s that? | have also heard a rumour that you intend to build a roundabout on the
A519 in front of my house so you can get access into the site by building a new road without using
sytch lane. This is not going to happen as the loss of this land will make my farm useless, unable to
produce the grass for grazing and silaging | need.

When the motorway is blocked you can’t get out of our house to cross the road. If all these people
have a car each how on earth will these roads cope. You say you are going to build a railway station
you shut the one at Norton Bridge. You won'’t build the station because it will cost too much money
and anyway who will pay for it, developers or the council who already are short of money.

You said this was going on the old MOD site now you’ve moved it all onto top quality agriculture
ground. Ground like that should be farmed on not built on. It produces excellent crops. You want
cheap local food but you don’t want to make it possible to happen.

Where are these children going to school. Schools round here are only small schools and not built for
lots of extra pupils. Anyway Stone schools are first, middle and senior while Eccleshall is primary and
senior.

Stafford hospital has always given me excellent care but there is no full A&E service and limited
maternity care. We can’t all keep going up to Stoke hospital.

You said you were going to build a doctors surgery at Meecebrook but when are you going to do
these things.

| think someone had a bright idea of building on Swynnerton army camp found out the ground is
contaminated so just pushed the plan sideways on to the neighbouring fields. They never thought or
considered that a town like that would need roads, sewage, be open to flooding, electricity, services.
There’s a farm which has set up a waste disposal service just outside Eccleshall. He’s had no
complaints yet because he built it away from houses. Now the houses will be close to so that means
people will start complaining about the smell, the flies, they are moving next to an established
business but the business will have to comply with judgements passed against it.

Why don’t you spread the houses out over the entire borough so locals can live locally?

It’s just the wrong place to put all these houses without first answering all the problems this brings.
Yours Sincerely.

George Bonsall
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 04 December 2022 10:22

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Helen Bonsall

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: Slindon House Farm & Guest House
Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? No reply
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: WHY WHY WHY "it is intended that any unmet housing needs from other
authorities will be delivered by Meecebrook Garden community

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: Can't the number of houses be needed be spread out over the borough

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: Why is the Meecebrook development on green fields. It may not be "greenbelt"
land but it is grade 2 agriculture land, the best there is. Ideal farming ground. If you
continue to build, plant trees everywhere there will eventually be no agricultural land left.
Then there will be a cry for the farmers to produce more food and more cheaply .....sorry
the land has been built upon.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: All new houses should be insulated and have solar panels.

1
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Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes
Comments: No reply
Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: 6.5 ....the borough council will provide new homes based on the evidence of
local housing needs"” NOT other councils housing need.

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: Where your proposals based on the idea of using the old MOD site or on the
green field you now propose. Why are you providing housing for other councils. When will
the proposed schools be built.....when the surrounding local schools are well over
subscribed and crumbling under the very high numbers of pupils......sorry the money has
run out you will have to manage. When will the Doctors surgery be up and running ... we
need to justify building one wait until be have built another 1000 houses! So what happens
to those living in and around Eccleshall who can no longer get an appointment. Stafford
hospital services have been reduced, we constantly see pictures of ambulances waiting
outside North Staffs....are you providing more health service and if so when. West coast
main line proposed station. has NO formal approval of any sort... an empty promise? The
cheapest option will cost well over £54 million. Network rail have confirmed that there are
no plans or negotiations in place regarding Meecebrook. It is entirely on grade 2
agricultural land. The very best productive land. Why don't you utilise brown field sites.
Just how does this idea of building on top grade agriculture land fit in with your
environmental policies and the Enviroment Act 2021. You will be destroying wild life
habitats, hedgerows, soil structure, Green fields do not have much electricity, sewage, to
provide for 10,000 homes. The roads around here are inadequate for such a development.
Eccleshall leads to Telford, Witchurch, M6 j14, Stafford Newport There is no local
transport. You presume that everyone is going to work on the Meecebrook site but the jobs
etc have to be created, they will work else where and use cars to travel. Surely if the
number of houses was distributed over the borough prorata this wouldn't happen. You
have just moved a plan for a brown field site development on to an area without any
thought of the impact this will have on the area and the total lack of infrastructure. Stafford
town is well able to take this expansion, it has 2 motorway junctions, A34, easy access to
A50, main line railway station, electricity infrastructure. Perhaps councillors don't like this
idea as they live here. Strange how no cabinet councillors live in the Meecebrook area!!
There were floods in Eccleshall and Slindon in October 2019, February 2020, August 2020
January 2021. We have to move our sheep on the higher ground. The water drains on to
the area you wish to build on. Do you propose solve this problem before you create more
by building on the flood area. Sytch lane floods each time we have heavy showers. Severn
Trent water has the ability to discharge sewage into the river Sow when ever the sewage
treatment works exceeds capacity. Our fields run alongside this river. Does that mean
when the new houses are built the river will be full of sewage? Why does the council
persist in focusing its rural development in the key services villages and communities with
over 50 houses? Eccleshall and Yarnfield have increased there number of dwellings
respectively by 23.8% and 58.2% in each settlement since 1 April 2011. Why don't you
spread the allocation over a wider area. | very strongly disagree with Stafford providing
"c2,000 new homes to meet unmet needs from neighbouring areas" ie other boroughs in
the West Midlands. Voters should be consulted about any proposals to providing land for
homes to meet housing targets for other boroughs. Meecebrook proposals should be

2
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separated from the main consultation plan for 2020-2040 The draft plan for Stafford needs
to be redrafted focus on addressing the needs of Stafford especially the west where the
infrastructure has not caught up to the high level of housing growth. The shortlist of 7
strategic site should be reanalysed on the basis that 1. West Stafford has had more than its
fair share of housing developemnet in the last plan. 2. The Meecebrook proposal no longer
include the MOD land a brown field site but excellent farmland and countryside and
Network rail has confirmed there are no plans for a railway station and this in itself is
misleading expectations. 3. Stafford BC now has environmental commitments which
should drive its policies. Enviroment Act 2021. This area around here will soon be going
under massive change with the building of HS2

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: meet its quota

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes

Comments: It should be evened out over the borough, especially where the infrastructure is
already able to cope with the new housing and inturn cost less to build.

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: You ignore the alternative policies which involve small sites put forward by

local people. Why do you concentrate on the key service villages instead of building
smaller estates

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No

3
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Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No

Comments: How can you state you wish to encourage local food growing and reduce food
miles and increase food security and then build a so called garden village on prime
agricultural land.

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No

Comments: why does Stafford borough council provide housing for other councils??
Should we not be concentrating on those who already reside in the borough.

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: Why build a 10,000 housing estate in the middle of the country side with no
infrastructure ... not very environmentally friendly

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

4
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General Comments:

No reply
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From: Gitian souict

Sent: 08 December 2022 20:13
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: Meecebrook Garden Community

As residents of this area for 76 years, the last 19 living in Yarnfield, we wish to make the following comments
concerning the above proposal.

We support the excellent detailed consultation response submitted by Yarnfield and Cold Meece Parish Council 100
per cent.

The area surrounding Swynnerton camp is polluted from when the site was used for the testing and production of
armaments both during WW2 and for a number of years after the war.

HS2 are proposing to build the railhead for the railway less than a mile from the village on the only direct route,
which is a country lane, to the A34. This is in addition to the HS2 line. We already know we will face a number of
years awful disruption and of being unable to get into Yarnfield easily, as several other roads in the immediate area
will be involved in the construction of HS2.

If the Meecebrook Garden Community is approved, we will be prisoners in the village and the emergency services
will have great difficulty in attending. The residents will be unable to live their lives as they are entitled to do.

There is already great pressure on the local schools, GP surgeries, county Hospital and dental surgeries. There are
long waits to get GP and hospital appointments already. Having a new community built so close to Yarnfield and
Cold Meece will make the situation impossible.

There has already been a considerable loss of farming land as a result of the building of many new homes here,
apart from the massive loss due to the construction of HS2. This is will lead to food shortages.

We feel that this is another ‘Vanity’ project, the implications for these villages have not been given the
consideration they deserve, and should not be given approval.

Keith and Gillian Bould.

Sent from my iPad
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 09 December 2022 15:13
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Lesley Walden Boulton

email: |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: The land above Oakleigh Court (ST013) these houses will make the existing
problem of traffic build up on the Uttoxeter road worse. The road has a very narrow
pavement by the level crossing. The same goes for the land below Little Stoke cricket club.
Aston Lodge is a very large estate and only has one road in and out. There are insufficient

school places, GP surgeries and dentists in Stone. The infrastructure around Stone cannot
cope with ALL these houses

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
2
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support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply



Reference ID Code: 197; Bowden, K. Page 176

From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 09 December 2022 21:53
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Kathryn Bowden

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: Details the proposed developments in Stone, including the land above Oakleigh
Court (STO13) and below Little Stoke Cricket Club (STO16). The infrastructure of Stone
cannot take any more developments. From an environmental aspect we have to make
allowances for the decline in hedgehog population and destruction of natural habitat of
other wildlife. In addition from a sustainability point of view house builders need to put
more thought into the design of the houses they build. Solar panels should be standard
and houses which accommodate families and their personal belongings instead of selling
houses which are too small for families to live in. Before any plans are passed (which they
will be) go back to the drawing board and re design the type of houses being proposed -
reverse design engineering - start with the end in mind. Use sustainable materials and
stop building houses builders want to build and ask what people want. Think about the

level crossing and the congestion having one road out of Aston Lodge causes especially
at peak times.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

3
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Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: I

Sent:

To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Protest

From:

Sent: 11 December 2022 10:31

To: Meecebrook I

Subject: Protest

I have been living in Eccleshall for over fifteen years. | have seen a great many new homes built here and, as a result,
services have been stretched to the limit.

If the Meecebrook scheme is given the go-ahead, the families living there would cause even more strain on the
services in Eccleshall. There are already frequent traffic jams and a by-pass would be needed to avoid these
worsening. A doctors’ surgery and a school would be necessary — and yet it is unlikely that these things would come
about at the same time as building houses. As for the mention of a train station — what a wonderful idea. But on
which planet?

The area in and around Eccleshall has had a great number of homes built in the last few years. | feel that further
new builds should not be considered.

Regards,
Barbara Bradley
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From: I

Sent: 28 October 2022 17:25
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: FW: Well done for raising the issue of housing in villages

From: Sue Bramal| [
Sent: 27 October 2022 09:29

To: I

Ce: NG

Subject: RE: Well done for raising the issue of housing in villages

Thank you for replying and forwarding my email.
Looking up key + village in the NPPF document it says:

A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt.
Exceptions to this are:

a) buildings for agriculture and forestry;

b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a change of use) for outdoor
sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the
openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it;

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and
above the size of the original building;

d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger than the one
it replaces;

e) limited infilling in villages;

This relates to greenbelt — so surely is also acceptable in ordinary villages outside the greenbelt — especially where it
is a project supported by the community.

With best

Sue

From: Sue Bramal | |
Sent: 26 October 2022 20:17

To: I

Subject: Well done for raising the issue of housing in villages

Dear I

Well done for recognising this issue in this article:
https://www.staffordshire-live.co.uk/news/local-news/call-rural-villages-stafford-area-7689378
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“It's not in our interest to prevent or stifle all kinds of development in every kind of village; it's not
wise and | suspect probably not legal either.”

The village of Slindon is in desperate need of a car park for its church and a planning application for one retirement
house and the car park on an infill plot was turned down, despite having:

- As106 agreement

- 100% support from the village

- Arecognised highway safety benefit

There were no objections from any of the consultees — apart from the planners on the basis that it was ‘contrary to
policy’.

As Slindon is already covered by the Eccleshall Plan, there is no option for a smaller local plan to allow for this.

Eccleshall Parish proposed Slindon for small scale development via the Stafford Plan consultation process, but it was
ignored in the draft plan.

So, a single house in Slindon would remain ‘contrary to policy’ - but within a mile of that plot, Meecebrook can
chew up acres of greenfield land and pollute the river Sow with even more excess sewage discharges.

Whatever happened to allowing housing in infill?

Could you introduce some criteria which restricts rural infill developments to people who have lived in the village for
a period of time — eg 5+ years or age eg 55 plus.

When many of us work at home in the country now, it seems odd that farmers can build a retirement bungalow on

their land, but other people who work from home cannot.

Anyway, I'm glad the council recognises that there is a need for more rural homes, and a few houses in every
settlement would go a long way to meeting your housing targets and strengthening local communities.

Yours faithfully

Sue

Sue Bramall
Berners Marketing

Member of the International Law Consultancy Network

Registered office: |
Company registration number: 5159381 VAT 841 6060 48

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its
attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. If
you have received this transmission in error please notify the sender immediately. All GCSX traffic may be
subject to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation
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From: sue Bramall |

Sent: 28 November 2022 17:30

To: SPP Consultations

Cc:

Subject: Local Plan - Evidence Base - Network Rail response re Meecebrook

Attachments: FOI202201225 Response - Network Rail - Re proposed Station at
Meecebrook.pdf

Please ensure the attached letter from Network Rail is included as part of the evidence base for the Local Plan.

Please ensure that the contents are clearly publicised.

With best wishes

Sue

Sue Bramall
Berners Marketing

Member of the International Law Consultancy Network

Registered office: |
Company registration number: 5159381 VAT 841 6060 48
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NetworkRail

Mrs Bramall Network Rail
By email: request-906118-c2ae0023@whatdotheyknow.com

31 October 2022

Dear Mrs Bramall

Information request
Reference number: FOI2022/01225

Thank you for your email of 9 October 2022, in which you requested the following
information:

Stafford Borough Council is claiming that a new railway station will be built at a
proposed garden village called Meecebrook on the West Coast Mainline.

The proposals are significantly scaled back now and exclude the MOD brownfield
site that was originally part of the proposals in 2020.

1) Please confirm if a new West Coast Mainline station has been agreed.
2) If it has not been agreed, what stage are proposals at?

3) What would be the approximate total cost of a new station?

4) Who would pay for this?

5) Does a new development on greenfield (instead of brownfield) fit with the
Network Rail environmental strategy?

I have processed your request under the terms of the Environmental Information
Regulations 2004 (EIR).

! The EIR, like the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), allows people to access information held by
public authorities like Network Rail. When people ask for environmental information, we need to consider
the request under the EIR rather than the FOIA. In this case, I am of the view that information relating to
major infrastructure proposals meets the definition of environmental information at regulation 2(1)(c) of
the EIR because it is information about a measure that impacts the environment.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: Network Rail, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 www.networkrail.co.uk
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I have consulted colleagues in our Strategic Planning and Sponsorship teams for the West
Coast. They have advised me that they do not hold any recorded information that meets
your request. This is because Network Rail is currently assessing the potential impact on
the network of some new station proposals, but has not carried out any specific
assessments of a proposal for Meecebrook.

Please see below for some advice to help address each of your questions:

1) Please confirm if a new West Coast Mainline station has been agreed.

We have not made any agreements relating to a new station at Meecebrook. As
mentioned above, our planners are carrying out work to assess the long-term impact of
some new station proposals on the West Coast South route, but this work is not looking at
developing the case for, or the deliverability of, a new station at Meecebrook in the short-
to-medium term.

2) If it has not been agreed, what stage are proposals at?

There are currently no Network Rail proposals for a station at Meecebrook and our
planners have advised that they have not been consulted with directly by Stafford
Borough Council or Staffordshire County Council on this subject.

3) What would be the approximate total cost of a new station?

We are unable to advise on this point, as Network Rail has not assessed this.

4) Who would pay for this?

Again, we are unable to advise as we do not have any specific proposals for Meecebrook.

5) Does a new development on greenfield (instead of brownfield) fit with the Network
Rail environmental strategy?

As we have not been involved in any proposals, this is not something Network Rail has
looked at.

You may wish to find out more from Staffordshire County Council about their proposals —
contact details are available at: Contact - Staffordshire County Council

If you have any enquiries about this response, please contact me in the first instance at
H Details of your appeal rights are below.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Oﬁice:_Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 www.networkrail.co.uk
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Please remember to quote the reference number at the top of this letter in all future
communications.

Yours sincerely

You are encouraged to use and re-use the information made available in this response
freely and flexibly, with only a few conditions. These are set out in the Open Government
Licence for public sector information. For further information please visit our website.

Appeal rights

If you are unhappy with the way your request has been handled and wish to make a

complaint or request a review of our decision, please write to the Compliance and Appeals
team at
or by email at Your request must

be submitted within 40 working days of receipt of this letter.

If you are not content with the outcome of the internal review, you have the right to apply
directly to the Information Commissioner for a decision. The Information Commissioner
(ICO) can be contacted at

or you can contact the ICO through the ‘Make a
Complaint’ section of their website on this link: https://ico.org.uk/make-a-complaint/

The relevant section to select will be "Official or Public Information”.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: | ENNEREINGGG . < gistered in England and Wales No. 2904587 www.networkrail.co.uk
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From: I

Sent: 29 November 2022 08:54

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: FW: 2022 Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 Preferred Options consultation
- RESPONSE - SELF BUILD

Attachments: 2022 Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 Preferred Options consultation -

RESPONSE - SELF BUILD.docx

From: Sue Bramal| [

Sent: 28 November 2022 20:22

To: | F
% O
]

Subject: 2022 Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 Preferred Options consultation - RESPONSE - SELF BUILD

Dear |

2022 Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 Preferred Options consultation - RESPONSE - SELF BUILD

Please find our consultation response on the lack of encouraging Housing policies related to self-build/custom build
in the proposed draft plan for Stafford 2020-2040.

The proposed policy is very disappointing, given that:
e thereis a national policy to encourage self-build/custom build;
o there would be significant benefit to the local economy; and
e itwould add to the attractiveness of the borough for inward investment.

Yours sincerely

Sue

Sue Bramall
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Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040: Preferred Options consultation
DRAFT RESPONSE — SELF BUILD HOMES

By email to SPPconsultations@staffordbc.gov.uk

HOUSING POLICY
Self-build/ Custom build homes

“The government strongly believes that self and custom build housing can play a crucial role - as part
of a wider package of measures - in securing greater diversity in the housing market, increasing
overall supply and helping to deliver the homes people want.”

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-response-to-the-independent-review-

into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding/independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-

and-custom-housebuilding-government-response

However, the planning team at Stafford seem determined to ignore this policy, and shows no desire
to meet the government objective to “harness the drive and creativity of families and individuals,
empowering them to bring forward quality homes designed for how they live their lives.”

The concept of “Self-build” or “Custom Build” is barely mentioned in the draft plan for Stafford.
The policy which does mention it on Page 86 is as follows:

P 86 - On the following sites: Meecebrook, Land at Ashflats, Stafford; Land at Marlborough
Road, Stone; Land East of Oakleigh Court, Stone; and Land east of Stafford Road, Gnosall
plots equivalent to 1% of all dwellings comprised in the development shall be made available
to self or custom builders as serviced plots at reasonable market rates. Any such plots which
remain unsold having been marketed for a period of at least 24 months may revert to
delivery through conventional means

It appears to be mainly restricted to a small number of large developments which will undoubtedly
be acquired by the big housebuilders, who will be reluctant to part with land. The policy is likely to
incentivise developers to price plots too high for 24 months, and then absorb into their original
plans.

Such plots will hardly create an opportunity for “grand designs” which need larger plots.

Looking at the delivery timescale and the scale of such plots, only a handful of plots (4 %) are being
encouraged in the short term:

Timeframe 1% of homes proposed

Meecebrook, The site won’t be available for 10-15 | Not included as not likely to be
years. approved in the near future.
SOURCE: SHELAA 2022

Land at Ashflats, Available: The area of the site notin | 3.14

Stafford; the flood zone and within the (proposed 314 homes)

Stafford Borough boundary is
potentially developable based on
the compliance with Policy C5 of the
Local Plan and Paragraph 72 of the
NPPF.



https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-response-to-the-independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding/independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding-government-response
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-response-to-the-independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding/independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding-government-response
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-response-to-the-independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding/independent-review-into-scaling-up-self-build-and-custom-housebuilding-government-response
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Land at Marlborough Search of SHELAA for “Marlborough | None found

Road, Stone; Road” yields no results

Land East of Oakleigh The area of the site not in the flood | 1.35

Court, Stone; zone is potentially developable (proposed 135 homes)

based on the compliance with Policy
C5 of the Local Plan and Paragraph
72 of the NPPF.

Land east of Stafford If this is Land at Bank Top Garage, 0.09

Road, Gnosall Stafford Road, Gnosall, Staffs, ST20 (proposed 9 homes)
OEU
Status is deliverable.

TOTAL 4.49

The Council states (about the self-build register) that; “The information gathered will help us to find
out more about the demand for custom and self-build plots in the Borough of Stafford, where
people would like their plot to be and the type of dwelling that they would like to build.”

The council claims to be:

e “reviewing land to see if any plots are available and suitable for self-build and custom
housebuilding;

e engaging with landowners who own sites that are suitable for housing and encouraging
them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding;”

However, there is no consideration within the SHELAA 2022 of whether any site could be suitable for
self-build. We have not seen any evidence of engagement with people who are on the self-build
register, or landowners with small scale sites in the SHELAA.

Small rural infill plots often sit in a no-mans-land between ‘isolated’ and ‘sustainable’. Allowing a
small number of these to be developed by local people — by introducing a local connection criteria -
would be far more sustainable than tarmacking over top grade agricultural land as proposed by the
planners at MeeceBrook.

We have heard many stories of people contacting the council planning team for pre-application
advice on rural developments who have been told they will never get permission. The effects of this
arbitrary blanket ban can be seen by the low number of completions in the rural areas — at a time
when there is a rural housing crisis.

Net completions in Rural

area from Land for New

Homes report

2020-21 17
2019-20 18
2018-19 55
2017-18 16
2016-17 54
2015-16 89
2014-15 87
2013-14 107
2012-13 118
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There is no justification for this blanket ban. There is no public outcry or frequently expressed
concern about small scale rural developments, especially for local people. While these will not solve
the rural housing crisis for young people, it will release properties at the top of the housing ladder
which will at least help keep the property market moving.

This policy is not driven by residents of the borough

The plan policy relies on the fact that the borough does not have to provide self-build plots where
people on the self-build register request. How peculiar, when there were plots put forward in the
SHELAA which could very well meet the needs and desires of this group.

Why ignore the site requirements put forward via the self-build register, in favour of an arbitrary
policy such as Meecebrook which has no local support?

Where is the analysis of the requirements identified via the self-build register?
There is no analysis of the number of self-build or custom build projects which have:

e Received planning permission; or
e Been completed.

There is no comparison of the ‘preferred locations’ with the sites submitted in the SHELAA. The
planning team prefer to rely on the excuse that they are not obliged to provision sites in the
locations requested.

This is reasonable in locations where no site has been put forward. But should not represent a
blanket-ban on all developments where sites have been submitted in the call for sites.

If the planners were to take a positive approach, in line with government policy to encourage self-
build / custom build — and if they could be bothered to compare the locations requested with the
sites suggested in the SHELAA, then c65 self-build projects could be facilitated - easily meeting their
obligations. More importantly, such homes stand a greater chance of being built if they are in a
location where someone actually wishes to live and build a home.

Alternative
Location of interest on the Sites requested on | Sites in Postive
self build register self build register SHELAA approach
Abbots Bromley 1 | None
Barlaston 2 | Several 2
Bishops Offley 2 | None
Bradley 1 | None
Brewood & Penkridge 0 | None
Brocton / Milford / Bradley 4 | Several 4
Burston/Sandon 1 | Several 1
Cranberry 1 | One site 1
Codsall, Coven, 1 | None
Derrington 2 | One site 2
Eccleshall 16 | Several 16
FairOak 1 | One site 1
Gnosall 2 | Several 2
Haughton 1 | Several 1
Haywoods 2 | Several 2
Hixon 1 | Several 1
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Hopton 1 | Several 1
QOulton 1 | One site 1
Ranton 1 | One site 1
Rugeley 1 | One site 1
Salt 3 | One site 3
Shebdon 0 | One site -

Slindon 1 | One site 1
Stafford 8 | Several 8
Staffford & surrounds 5 | Several 5
Stone 9 | Several 9
Weston 1 | Several 1
Woodseaves 0 | Several -

Yarnfield 1 | Several 1
No preference/ Multiple villages 11 | Several

Other

TOTAL (greater than 73 due to

suggestion of multiple sites) 81 65

ECONOMIC POLICIES - Large sites squeeze out small builders

From an economic perspective — large housing developments squeeze out solo or small builders who
cannot afford the delay or legal costs associated with obtaining any planning permission.

While the Stafford BC draft plan claims to have an objective of “A prosperous and attractive
borough” it does not encourage prosperity — making no provision for largish sites to accommodate
any “grand designs” custom-build homes, and might be sought after by entrepreneurs or senior
executives looking at sites for inward investment.

Despite being the County town, Stafford seems embarrassed or uncomfortable to promote affluent
architect designed-homes — unlike other boroughs like Shropshire and Cheshire who welcome the
investment and the addition of high-quality housing stock!

Unfortunately, Stafford BC has a reputation for “just saying no!” to self-build in rural areas, and in
doing so, the council is depriving the local economy of significant levels of investment into the local
economy: architects, builders, tradespeople, interior design, white goods, furnishings etc.

The approach is short-sighted, for the teams brought in by national housebuilders are skilled at
avoiding their community duties and leave sites full of problems, without needing to worry about
their local reputation.

“The average property now comes with as many as 157 defects, up 96% from 80 in 2005, according
to specialists BuildScan” Source: https://www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/mortgageshome/article-
10258569/0ur-new-build-nightmare-New-homes-average-157-defects.html

Best practice elsewhere
East Devon Council provide a good model to follow in its monitoring report.

https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/3723984/self-build-monitoring-report.pdf
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From: sue Bramal! |

Sent: 08 December 2022 21:16

To: SPP Consultations

Subject: Sewage Discharge into the River Sow 2021
Attachments: Severn Trent Sewage v2021 stats.pdf

Please add this to the evidence base for the Draft Local Plan

Thank you

Sue

Sue Bramall
Berners Marketing

Member of the International Law Consultancy Network

Registered office: |
Company registration number: 5159381 VAT 841 6060 48
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How many hours per week is sewage )

being discharged near Stone & Eccleshall

Eccleshall - Sturbridge

o W W W W W W
o W W W W W W

Addaasdrdan

average 30 hours per week
into the River Sow in 202|

Stone - Newcastle Road

28482

average 4 hours per week
into the River Trent in 202I

O Eccleshall
Cricket Ground

Not monitored

Eccleshall
Stone Road

Not monitored

Stone - Pirehill

2555888022
25558848402

Addaaaaad

average 28 hours per week
into the River Trent in 202I

Stone - Aston

®

no sewage discharge
into the River Trent in 202l

Swynnerton
No. | and No. 2
Pumping stations
Not monitored

Latest figures from: TheRiversTrust.Org in 202I

ok i) -2

Find oiut more at:

TheRiversTrust.org o
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 09 December 2022 05:19
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Kirsten Branson

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Yes

Comments: STAFFMBO3 - | am fully supportive of this development ‘Ashflats’ . South
Stafford is currently lacking in new housing developments, | am aware of the huge
development at the North end of the town as well as the one in the centre, but this
particular development would benefit the amenities south of the town bringing new
business and money into the area. It is close to the motorway network for commuters to go
both north and south in the country aswell as being only a reasonable distance from the
train station and on a good bus route to other major towns. Due to the location there would
be little possibility of further developments in this area due to the boundaries. | am
personally aware of people who have wanted to buy new houses in this area but the lack of
has meant they have looked elsewhere. The benefits the development would bring include

a boost to the towns economy, jobs and it will attract a variation of young and older
generations.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply



Page 196
Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 02 December 2022 20:55
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Victoria bromley

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: .

Topics (Contents page): Vision and Objectives

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? No reply
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | disagree with building on green belt countryside . | think this is wrong for our
environment and has been very poorly thought out . There is no infrastructure to support
this huge development and a total lack of thought and consideration to nearby towns and
villages . There is not the road / rail infrastructure to support a development this size . The
school in eccleshall is a relatively newly built school And has already had to have an
extension and still isn’t really big enough. It’'s expected that people who live on this
development will “exists” on the development - but this is naive . There isn’t the transport ,
jobs to support this development of this size.The sewage system and services are not
readily available at this site - the environmental impact of this is huge . | think other
brownfield sites should be considered in Stafford - where the environmental impact will be

less . Once our green belt countryside is gone it’'s gone forever . Yet there are other sites
which need investment and rebuilding which would be the common sense approach .

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 09 December 2022 11:31

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Caroline Brooke

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Vision and Objectives

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? No reply
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: The local infrastructure cannot support the traffic in the area already. Eccleshall
is constantly backed up with traffic. We live in Chebsey and access is via single track
lanes. | fear that individuals would try to cut through Chebsey to avoid the traffic in
Eccleshall leading to dangerous conditions in our village. There are no footpaths and
therefore we would be at greater risk of being injured with an increased traffic flow.
Chebsey is a conservation area and | can’t see that increasing the traffic flow through the

village is in keeping with that fact. | have a young family and | am very concerned about the
increase in traffic.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: No reply
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General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 21:29
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Lewis brooke

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: Local roads already at peak capacity during peak times. Smaller rural roads are
not suitable to support commuter traffic. Better transport links, services, shops are not
always required in some of the smaller villages, the growth linked to these services leads
to larger settlements which defeats the decision to live in a rural village for some. The site
suggested would eclipse Eccleshall and be more akin to the size of Stone. This does not
support natural growth, as mentioned earlier n a cabinet meeting, reducing Staffordshires
status as a rural county based on the suggested site. The focus on the creation of a
garden community, at the expense of housing development in existing settlements,
threatens the growth and sustainability of rural communities. There will be no adequate
passenger usage for the entire period of the Local Plan to 2040 to justify a new station, and
at the same time, unless the station is built by 2031, the Meecebrook Plan does not have
adequate road provision for car and other journeys to handle the growing need as
Meecebrook grows to 3,000 dwellings by 2040. The Meecebrook option should have
addressed these forecasts prior to being selected as a preferred option, and these
constraints must be addressed in order for Meecebrook to be considered

viable. Meecebrook’s development is approximately half located within Chebsey Parish.
Chebsey as a village is a designated conservation area and has a risk of settlement
coalescence with Meecebrook. The Meecebrook Plan does not sufficiently address this
risk. It is noted that other designated options have a negligible risk of settlement
coalescence with a conservation area village. The risk of building a large development on
land where rainfall runs into recognised flood risk areas such as the River Sow and the
Meecebrook. Eccleshall’s sewage and drainage capacity is inadequate to current

need The Meecebrook site would have been an improved proposal if the MOD site had
been included and the M6 junction allowed. Once these factors were removed from the
proposal, the Meecebrook site became an inadequate contributor to the housing
requirements, and other options should be re- examined in a favourable light. The
designation of Meecebrook as the preferred option is not supported by a robust initial
evidence base, and further evidence is lacking and should have been completed before the
selection of a preferred option was made. Little consideration made to green belt and
conservation areas.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply
Site Allocation Policies (continued)
Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply
Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
Comments: No reply
Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply
Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Environment Policies
Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply
Connections
Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply
Evidence Base
Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 11 December 2022 20:33

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Joy and Trevor Broughton

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: You will be destroying very good farming land which we may need in years to
come as we need to become a more self sufficient country, as for example the war in
Ukraine is proving. All the years the farmers have worked hard to improve the land to a
good quality for growing crops and grazing animals will be for nothing. We will also be
losing more woodlands, as we are already losing woodland and farming land to HS2 in this
area. All parties say they will replace any woodland lost, which does not completely solve
the problem, as these are old established woods not brand new ones. And while HS2 do
seem to be replacing some of the woods they have destroyed they are not doing a very
good job, will you do any better? As residents of the immediate area we know the roads
are not up to more traffic, we have seen a big difference in road conditions since all the
new houses in both Yarnfield and Eccleshall have been built. Also to be considered is, an
accident on the M6. Our roads are horrendous with traffic leaving the motorway at J14/15
and vise, versato avoid the hold ups. We have also followed and been a passenger in cars
with drivers who are not confident on country roads that are narrower and unlit, unlike
main A roads, they are dangerous, driving in the middle of the road, keeping their main
beam on blinding oncoming drivers, slowing to 15/ 20 mph night time and day time when
there is oncoming traffic | personally have worked in the community on two carer calls.
Most of my colleagues were from Stoke - on - Trent area. Once we joined the country roads
the majority of my colleagues became completely different drivers. Dropping to 20mph,
leaving the main beam on, said they could not see without it, slowed down to about 5mph
when a car came from the opposite direction, e.g what is a 15 minute trip took almost one
hour. Yet in town or on the dual carriageway they were confident drivers.This is very
dangerous for them plus local road users and annoying when you are following them. With
a housing project as big as this, one car per house is 6,000 more cars, not many homes
these days have one car so it will obviously be more than that, if we say only a fraction of
those drivers are not confident on country roads it is a fraction to many for safety. The
services in our area have already been impacted with the new builds of the last few years,
doctors, schools etc, we will not cope with more. | know you have said you will be building
more on the garden project, but when will they be built, if itis in the middle or towards the
end of the project our present services will have to cope with the additional people in the
meantime, which is asking to much. Public transport is practical none existant, what we
do have will not get you to work and back, out for the evening etc. Again | know you are
hoping to have a train station, but trains do not go in all directions so do not necessarily
help for getting to work or visit relatives etc and if there are any problems with the trains
you have no backup. You say the project will create local jobs. | am looking into the future,
to when the project is finished, what jobs have you created? A school, a doctors surgery
maybe a shop or two, and an industrial estate so let's say 500 jobs, for 6,000 homes the
maths does not work. This will mean travelling quite some miles to work for 5,500 homes,
are we not supposed to be taking care of the environment? We do actually have enough
industrial estates in this area already, considering this is meant to be the country side. We
do not see how this is Stafford Borough Council doing their part in contributing to
reducing damage to the environment. | am also concerned about flooding. In the past few
years our road has flooded every year. This has only happened on a regular basis since
the new builds in the area. Therefore | do wonder if more housing will make matters worse.
Could the council not look at unused industrial estates and unused buildings in and
around Stafford first. You have all the amenities there already. You have better roads
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already. We appreciate not all new builds can be in the town, but we are talking about areas
and buildings already there, just going to waste, encouraging vandalism, drink and drug
abuse, spoiling the lives of local residents. If you wish to help your community would this
not be a better place to start?

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies
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Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

We have only answered to the plans for Meecebrook garden settlement, as we did not
realise we would be asked to comment on other plans, we do not have enough information
to address an other plans
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From: Preferred Options Consultation ||| G
Sent: 11 December 2022 19:38

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Andrea Brown

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database i}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: I

. 10th
December 2022 Stafford Borough Council Riverside Stafford ST16 3AQ Local Plan 2020-
2040 Dear Sirs, With reference to the consultation for the Local Plan. | wish to oppose the
proposed Garden Community of Meecebrook for the following reasons: « Building should
not be permitted on the green belt. Prime farming land is a commodity that we cannot
replace and is a diminishing asset. This, at a time when there should be a need to be more
self sufficient and to maximise our UK food production. - Change of character and urban
sprawl. The proposed community would create urban sprawl between Stone and
Eccleshall, create congestion within Eccleshall and Stone and impact on the character of
the two small towns and the surrounding rural area. - Congestion on all the surrounding
roads, many of which are minor rural roads, leading to an increase in accidents. « An
enormous increase of pressure on existing local services especially the hospitals of
Stafford and Stoke. In my view, the Borough Council should develop housing within
Stafford town centre and brown sites in the urban areas before eliminating our prime
farming land. Yours sincerely, Andrea Brown

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: I

| 10th
December 2022 Stafford Borough Council Riverside Stafford ST16 3AQ Local Plan 2020-
2040 Dear Sirs, With reference to the consultation for the Local Plan. | wish to oppose the
proposed development of Woodseaves for the following reasons: - The Woodseaves
Neighbourhood Plan Committee spent considerable time and effort providing a plan for
Woodseaves which allowed for infill development within the village settlement

boundary. The Borough Council dismissed the plan so as to ensure more extensive
developments to suit their targets without any consideration for the character or the village
or the people and businesses in Woodseaves. - Woodseaves is a small village with one
overcrowded primary school, a village hall, one very small shop/post office, a public
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house, a sewage works which doesn’t function and an infrequent bus
service. Woodseaves is not a large settlement like Gnosall or Eccleshall with the correct
local services and infrastructure already in place. | consider that Woodseaves should not
be placed in the Tier 4 settlement hierarchy but in Tier 5. - Building should not be
permitted on the green belt. Prime farming land is a commodity that we cannot replace and
is a diminishing asset. This, at a time when there should be a need to be more self-
sufficient and to maximise our UK food production. - At present there are approximately
450 homes in Woodseaves. If the plan of 125 homes is proved this will be an increase of
30% which would possibly lead to a 60% increase in vehicles within a very rural community
which would be extremely dangerous on narrow lanes. - Change of character. A
development of 125 houses would dramatically change the character of the village. - Of
the 125 proposed homes, ALL are outside of the settlement boundary where 88 are in a
large block (HIG13) and another 25 (HIG10) are in a smaller block. - Congestion on all the
surrounding roads, many of which are minor rural roads, leading to an increase in
accidents. - This type of development would put enormous increase of pressure on
existing local services especially the doctors at Gnosall and Eccleshall, the hospitals of
Stafford and Stoke and the local schools. In my view, the Borough Council should develop
housing within Stafford town centre and brown sites in the urban areas before eliminating
our prime farming land. Yours sincerely, Andrea Brown

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply
Housing Policies
Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply

General Comments:

10th
December 2022 Stafford Borough Council Riverside Stafford ST16 3AQ Local Plan 2020-
2040 Dear Sirs, With reference to the consultation for the Local Plan. | wish to oppose the
proposed development of Woodseaves for the following reasons: - The Woodseaves
Neighbourhood Plan Committee spent considerable time and effort providing a plan for
Woodseaves which allowed for infill development within the village settlement

boundary. The Borough Council dismissed the plan so as to ensure more extensive
developments to suit their targets without any consideration for the character or the village
or the people and businesses in Woodseaves. - Woodseaves is a small village with one
overcrowded primary school, a village hall, one very small shop/post office, a public
house, a sewage works which doesn’t function and an infrequent bus

service. Woodseaves is not a large settlement like Gnosall or Eccleshall with the correct
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local services and infrastructure already in place. | consider that Woodseaves should not
be placed in the Tier 4 settlement hierarchy but in Tier 5. - Building should not be
permitted on the green belt. Prime farming land is a commodity that we cannot replace and
is a diminishing asset. This, at a time when there should be a need to be more self-
sufficient and to maximise our UK food production. - At present there are approximately
450 homes in Woodseaves. If the plan of 125 homes is proved this will be an increase of
30% which would possibly lead to a 60% increase in vehicles within a very rural community
which would be extremely dangerous on narrow lanes. - Change of character. A
development of 125 houses would dramatically change the character of the village. - Of
the 125 proposed homes, ALL are outside of the settlement boundary where 88 are in a
large block (HIG13) and another 25 (HIG10) are in a smaller block. - Congestion on all the
surrounding roads, many of which are minor rural roads, leading to an increase in
accidents. - This type of development would put enormous increase of pressure on
existing local services especially the doctors at Gnosall and Eccleshall, the hospitals of
Stafford and Stoke and the local schools. In my view, the Borough Council should develop
housing within Stafford town centre and brown sites in the urban areas before eliminating
our prime farming land. Yours sincerely, Andrea Brown
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 08 December 2022 10:44

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: David John Brown

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: As part of the governments commitment to levelling up housing and
employment developments should be targetted at areas of need and meet the, currently,
umet needs of the population; particularly those most disadvantaged. So afordable
housing, employment, education and healthcare and areas of high, and in some cases
critical, importance for many. Further, as has been highlighted by the war in Ukraine, there
is a need to enhance food security and reduce demand for fuel. The proposed Meecebrook
development is about owner occupation and employment that can be done from

home. This goes nowhere near to meeting the needs of the homeless of Stafford Borough
nevermind the homeless across the county, nor does it address the employment needs of
Stafford Borough nor of the county. It will inevitably increase demands for fuel, put
pressure on existing infrastructure, and take good agricultural lands out of use. Thereis a
need of affordable housing and employment but they should be developed on the great
many brownfield sites that are in and around arfeas of demand for affordable housing and
employment. It behoves SMBC to qork startegically within the county wth other district
councils to do that and not embark on grandiose schemes for the already hot5used and
employed. The areas of Canock and Brownhills, Stoke and Newcastle and Burton all
spring to mind as areas of significant deprivation and in need of long term investment.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: As stated above SMBC needs to work strategically with other districts in the
county and untary to address unmet needs. Wherfe there is a need for affordable housing
in the borough it can be met on exiting sites in existing settlements.

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: As above at 9

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No

Comments: | have ticked no because the station gateway needs rethinking to address
unmet need for affordable housing together with employment opportunities for those who
are on benefits and or in low waged and insecure employment.

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: The vital argricultural land of the borough does not need yet more massive
shed developments such as is growing between the M6 North Junction and the A34. It
needs the town centre revitalising with shops that will bring people into the town and will
be of use to the citizens of the town. English Heritage have, rightly, declared the town

centre to be at risk. What it dosen't need is another, developer led, initiative. It needs low
key investment in the plethora of empty premises to enable local people to develop local
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shops to serve the towns population. The loss of the Guildhall shopping centre highlights
the need to avoid such large scale initiatives in favour of small and deleiverable.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: All exisiting agricultural land and green spaces should be declared no go zones
for any development. The borough should be committed to only using brownfield sites
and or repurposing existing buildings to meet local needs for affordable housing and
employment.

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No

Comments: As above at 13

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No

Comments: As above at 13

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: Subject to my comments above
Housing Policies
Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No

Comments: The only housing that should be premitted is for affordable housing until the
need for such housing is met. In addition the council should ensure that existing social
housing and infrastructure is properly maintained to a high standard. Finally the council
should use its powers to the full to ensure that private landlords provide housing that
meets the decent homes standard as a minimum and remains a safe and long term
accomodationi option for those that can afford it.

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: The brorough also needs to work with the Gypsy and Traveller communities to
ensure the provision of safe short and long term pitches to support the actual need and to
not bow down to the prejudices that appear to exist towards these communities.

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes
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Comments: No reply
Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply
Environment Policies
Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes
Comments: But see my comments above about agricultural and green spaces
Connections
Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No
Comments: Every effort should be made to reduce car use and increase the use of public
transport. This means that busses and trains need to be frequent, affordable and
reliable. Therefore park and ride sites should be developed at both motorway junctions,
Norton Bridge station should be brought back into use with decent bus services for the
local settlements and roads should be safe for walkers and cyclists. Stafford town used to
have a thriving bus station in the Market square bringing people to work and to the shops

and taking them home again. Itis, in my view, not a coincidence that the loss of that
amenity led to the gradual decline of the town centre.

Evidence Base
Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: | very much doubt it. In my view much of the supporting evidence has been
selected to make a case for the plan rather than to challenge the plan. | know from my own
experience working in a housing department of a metropolitan borough council that
evidence is selected that supports wider council political objectives rather than address
the needs of the population. The siting of new affordable housing and og Gypsy and
Traveller sites being just two examples where developments did not support the identified
needs to the relevant sections of the population.

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: | think there needs to be an informed dialogue with those people who currently
to not have their needs met such as the homeless and poorly housed and the unemployed
and low waged about what their needs are and how they can be met. The relatively

affluent, such as myself, can meet our own needs without grandiose village developments
sponsored by the council.

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 23:37
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Paul brown

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Environment Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: | accept some of the policies, but the Council undermines it's own policies by
deluding itself that these developments will not destroy habitat or create more pollution,
and drainage problems. Where is the evidence that this level of housing development is

actually needed?

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: You have not considered the emerging requirement for Food Impact
Assessments as the Government adjusts it's Food Security strategy in response to the war
in Ukraine and the rising costs affecting domestic food production, which is dealing with
input inflation of 30 to 40%. To contemplate removing so much land from agricultural food
production at this time is irresponsible. The Prime Minister himself quoted to Farmers'
Guardian, 'Our Farmers are the lifeblood of our nation. Recent events have highlighted the
importance of food security and domestic production, and it is thanks to our farmers that
we have a high degree of self-sufficiency in the UK.. That is why | have set out that | would
maintain and boost domestic food production through a new UK food security target.’
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(Farmers Guardian, August 12, 2022)

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: I

Sent: 11 December 2022 18:48

To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject o I

Erection of 150 dwellings on land south of Stafford Rd. GNOSALL. O.S Ref 383406

The proposal comprises a substantial residential development of a greenfield site outside Residential
Development Boundary in the adopted Stafford Borough Local Plan 2001 and outside the Key Service Village
of Gnosall in the emerging Plan for Stafford Borough. Therefore, the proposal is contrary to Saved Policy
HOU3 of the adopted Stafford Borough Local Plan 2001, and due to the scale of the proposal it is also contrary
to Spatial Principle 7(b) in the emerging Plan for Stafford Borough. The proposal would necessitate the loss of
good quality agricultural land and the proposed development would constitute a significant intrusion into open
countryside detracting from the character of the surrounding rural area, contrary to paragraphs 17 and 112 of
the National Planning Policy Framework

I would wish to comment on the update of the above planning application which | understand is now for 100
dwellings rather than 150. I am a slight lost to understand why this has now resurfaced as Stafford Borough
Council vigorously objected to development on this land in 2014. All the reasons they put forward(which I am
sure you know, and | therefore do not need to itemise them here) still apply. Why then has this resurfaced as
there has been no increase or improvement in infrastructure in Gnosall and some of our services have depleted
with the closure of several of our High Street shops. You cannot fail to be aware of the immense strain and
difficulties all health and social care services are under, Our GP surgery struggles and the Pharmacy is virtually
overwhelmed the whole time. Difficulties in accessing GP services are well documented and will be further
exacerbated by yet more people wishing to register

| refer to the situation regarding the local school in Gnosall- for some bizarre reason, the new school built a few
years ago is smaller than the one it replaced and is not in a position to take anymore pupils.

Of major concern is the proposal to change our settlement boundary which was supported by an overwhelming
90% of voters in our referendum. It seems to me that both the Settlement Boundary and our Neighbourhood
Plan which we put together a few years ago and with full support are in danger of being changed which would, |
think you will agree, be disgracefully undemocratic and make nonsense of taking into account the views of those
likely to be affected by yet further development in our village.

I could continue with any number of objections to this proposal but I have no doubt others will put them
forward. While I accept the necessity of providing homes for so many who are currently unable to purchase a
home of their own, this village has seen really quite substantial development over the last few years. The
services and infrastructure Have not been upgraded to accommodate not only the development we already have
but yet further new homes.

I thank you for your time and hope this e-mail at a little support to the comments and objections you will
already have received.

Yours sincerely

Maxine Buchele MA LLB
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 11 November 2022 12:18

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Carol Buck

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Development Strategy and Climate Change Response
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: Taking too much farming and agricultural land
Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: Despite road infrastructure and access development of over 300 houses
proposed in Ash Flats Lane

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: Not enough access or road structure from Ash Flats lane to the A449

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No

Comments: Taking agricultural land and open spaces in semi rural location not ideal for the
number of dwellings Realistically 2 cars to a dwelling makes at least 500 extra vehicles

along country lanes. There is restricted access and visibility from both lanes to the A449
one particularly Barnbank Lane-very close to the railway bridge.
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Policy 5 (Green Belt): No

Comments: This is agricultural land with farms and farm animals cows and sheep that
regularly use these fields Also had a bridle path across the fields for walkers

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: Cannot agree to the provision of all these dwellings in this small green belt area
Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
2
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support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 12:48
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Sian Buckley

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age:-

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): No reply

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Contribute to Stafford Borough being net zero
carbon by ensuring that development mitigates and adapts to climate change and is future
proof., To strengthen our town centres through a quality environment and flexible mix of

uses. and To deliver infrastructure led growth supported by accessible services and
facilities.

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: No reply



Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes
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Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 20:15
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Sarah Burgess

email: [ G
Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age:-

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): No reply
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Contribute to Stafford Borough being net zero
carbon by ensuring that development mitigates and adapts to climate change and is future
proof., To increase and enhance green and blue infrastructure in the borough and to
enable greater access to it while improving the natural environment and biodiversity.

and To secure high-quality design.

Development Strategy and Climate Change
Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: | think the number of houses is too high and does not give sufficient account of
the windfall sites that are likely to come forward. Rather than simply focusing on numbers,
| think it is important to focus on the type of houses being built and the housing mix. For
example, is there a good mix of housing for single people, families, elderly people, etc?
Are developers required to allocate a substantial proportion of homes for affordable or
social rent, and are empty homes being brought back into use?

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No reply

Comments: | do not support creating a whole new development on farmland (greenfield
land) at Meecebrook, and | don't think the Plan has given sufficient consideration to access
and transport. Adding the prefix 'sustainable' to something doesn't necessarily mean that
this is in fact the case. The figure of 6,000 houses eventually envisaged at Meecebrook is
not backed up by evidence showing that this level of development is required or the loss of
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countryside and farmland that will result is required.

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Yes

Comments: | would prefer that open countryside should remain so and only used for
development as an absolute last resort. | am concerned that the criteria for what
constitutes arural exception site may be open to interpretation.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes

Comments: There is real potential here to ensure that new buildings as as energy-efficient
and well-insulated as possible from Day 1 given the climate crisis and cost of living crisis.

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: | am worried that "very special circumstances"” can be subjective and open to
interpretation, especially by planning barristers.

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Yes

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | don't think this level of development - eventually up to 6,000 houses - is
justified, particularly on agricultural land. I don't think that full consideration has been
given to access, public transport, rail, and infrastructure in general, that such a large new
development would require.

Site Allocation Policies
Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: Not so much | agree with it, but more it seems to have already been decided in
previous Local Plans and Masterplans. The proposed new infrastructure such as schools
is welcome, as is the range of housing types to cater for an ageing population (I hope there
is also consideration for the large proportion of people who live on their own).

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Yes

Comments: Again, not so much | agree with it, more it seems to be a done deal. The
proposed new infrastructure such as schools is welcome, as is the range of housing types
to cater for an ageing population (I hope there is also consideration for the large
proportion of people who live on their own).

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes

Comments: | support the principle of brownfield development in this area, as it is close to
the town centre and railway station. It is thus potentially a good sustainable location.
However, there needs to be more consideration of the impact on wildlife habitats and green
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infrastructure.

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No
Comments: | don't agree with the greenfield housing allocations in Stone, Ashflats (south of
Stafford) and in the villages of Gnosall and Woodseaves, due to the loss of countryside

and agricultural land. Gnosall in particular has seen a substantial amount of development
in recent years.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply
Housing Policies
Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No

Comments: | think it should be more ambitious and require new developments to include a
higher proportion of affordable and social housing.

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply



Page 239
Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: Cycling provision in the borough is often sporadic and poorly thought out.
Cycle lanes are often stop-start in nature, have cars parked on them (whether on road or
off road), create conflict with pedestrians by taking away pavement rather than road space,
and generally are not continous enough to enable people to get around the borough
exclusively on segregated cycle lanes. This really needs to improve in the next Local Plan
period. Some new developments, particularly the Gateway development, could reduce the
number of car-parking spaces provided for residents. Although a lot of reference is made

to "sustainable" locations where residents can use public transport, it always seems to be
assumed that they will all also have one or two cars per household.

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: | would like to see more reference to up-to-date housing projections and the
2021 census.

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Luke surns |1

Sent: 11 December 2022 14:43
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: 2020 2040 strategic development plan

Dear Sir, Madam,

I would like to take this opportunity to offer my support to the Local Plan, especially with regards to the new
Meecebrook development, which seems an excellent development to support the required housing development in
our area.

However, | would like to object to Policy 30: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation and request the proposed site for
‘at least’ ten pitches adjacent to the A518 near Gayton is deleted from the preferred options. | contest that the site
does not meet the criteria of Policy 30 Point B 1,2,3,4, and 5.

Many thanks in advance for your consideration.

Kind regards,
Luke Burns

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 01 December 2022 10:30
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Matthew Burslem

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 18:57
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Peter Buswell

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Housing Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No

Comments: | am totally against more building near to Cannock Chase ANOB. There are
sufficient sites available locally including brown field sites. There is no need to put yet
more strain on this already over developed and stressed area.

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: matcolm butler [

Sent: 11 December 2022 20:35
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: “Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040”

Fao [

Strategic Planning and Placemaking, Stafford Borough Council,
Referring to “Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040"

There are a few issues | would like to raise regarding the above plan, with respect to any developments in Gnosall.

I am sure many others will have also raised the fact that such a proposal would effectively trash the existing
Neighbourhood Plan which was fully approved in what seems like only yesterday. So much for local democracy!

What impact would the introduction of 150 new homes have on the few amenities we have in the village? The
primary school is, I understand, at or exceeding its design capacity. Similarly with the local GP surgery. What, if any
new provisions would be provided?

I have seen that the local roads are deemed to be adequate East — West but terrible North—South. Whilst | agree
about the North-South situation, which has got worse over the last few years with increased traffic, | also consider
the East—West A518 route to be under strain. Traffic is regularly having to queue whilst cars wait to enter the Coop
(soon to be Asda) car park for access to the shop and the fuel pumps. (The only fuel station in the village). The
situation is exacerbated by the fact that the cottages directly opposite the Coop have no option but to park on the
A518, so restricting the flow of traffic. The more people in the village the more such hold ups will occur.

With little employment within the village the impact on traffic will not be insignificant. Furthermore this will impact
Stafford traffic, particularly around West Way as people seek to join the M6 Southbound or through Stafford itself to
go North.

Regarding public transport. The current bus service Stafford to/from Telford is good. The service is well used by
pupils travelling to and from secondary schools in Stafford. The proposed location of the 150 houses would mean
pupils having to cross the busy A518 in the mornings to get to a bus stop. Would another light controlled crossing be
needed? Positioning additional bus stops on the Eastern approach would not be a safe option given the location of
the bends in the A518.

Finally, why use agricultural land when the country needs more home-grown food. | see from a recent report that
Staffordshire is now the selling off more of its agricultural land than any other county. Why? Selling such valuable
assets that can never be recovered.

Just a few thoughts; I am sure that you will receive many others that will probably be better targeted than mine.
Yours sincerely,

Malcolm Butler
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From: I

Sent: 05 December 2022 11:30

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: FW: Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040
From:

Sent: 05 December 2022 10:26

To:

Subject: Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040

For the attention of ||| G
Dear I

| am writing this to make a comment on the above plan. | refer to the proposed site for Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation on land South of Wadden Lane as described in the above plan on pages 206 and 207.

Access is to be provided via the existing access which is on the Western fork of the Southern end of Wadden

lane. Both the Western and Eastern ends of Wadden Lane are narrow single track country lanes (as indeed is the
rest of Wadden Lane) and are entirely inappropriate for the amount of traffic that the development is likely to
generate. In addition, both these lanes exit onto the A518 with severely restricted visibility at these points due to
the curvature of this road. This, being a busy East-West major route with a high volume of commercial traffic and
private vehicles travelling at speeds up to 60 mph, will provide two very dangerous exit points with a high
probability of accidents involving both adults and children.

Development of this site for the intended purpose is, therefore, completely unsuitable.
Yours sincerely,

Peter Buxton
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 22:09
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Dominique Cairns

Email: [
Residents and General Public
Organisation or Company: No reply
Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable
Added to database: -

Topics (Contents page): No reply
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To strengthen our town centres through a quality
environment and flexible mix of uses., To provide an attractive place to live and work and
support strong communities that promote health and wellbeing. and To increase and
enhance green and blue infrastructure in the borough and to enable greater access to it
while improving the natural environment and biodiversity.

Development Strategy and Climate Change
Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: | do not agree with Policy 1. New housing 10,700 houses by 2040 with 3000 from
Meecebrook (so 28% not 24% as per Table E page 21 of the Plan), rising to a total of 6,000
houses so upwards of 20,000 new people. The reason for the need for Meecebrook is to
meet the ‘unmet housing need of other authorities’ (point 1.4 page 21) so not Stafford
Borough Council need and this is contrary to the expert advice given in the Lichfields
report, EHDNA (Jan 20) (which is quoted throughout the Borough’s Plan) that was
commissioned by Stafford Borough Council. p139 of the report quite clearly states that the
Borough Council is not being asked to meet the ‘unmet needs’ of other Boroughs and is
not under any obligation to do so. Why is the Borough Council not focusing its plan on
meeting the needs of its existing tax payers and their children to be able to grow up and
continue to live in their local communities with good services, instead of meeting the
needs of other areas? The North of Stafford is being significantly and unfairly impacted by
this plan. It is expected to meet 53% of the housing need, predominantly on rural greenfield
sites (which is contrary to Policy 3 (development in the open countryside) and Policy 26 —
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new rural dwellings) and contrary to the principles of the Borough Plan to minimise travel
to areas of employment, which are either Stafford or Stone. There is little mention of
making rural transport better or than for the new town of Meecebrook and therefore greater
strain will be put on already heavily used roads — especially as arat run to avoid
congestion on the M6, that are already poorly maintained — again not covered in the
Borough Plan. New housing needs should be close to areas of employment i.e. Stafford
and Stone — as defined in the Plan. Plus close to the more heavily populated areas that
borders with Stoke-On-Trent and Newcastle-Under-Lyme. New Employment Land The plan
states the new town of Meecebrook will have 15 hectares, raising to 30 hectares of
employment land —this land is currently rural farmland. This employment land is to make
Meecebrook self-sustaining. So the employment opportunities that are generated are to
support the new housing (schools, shops Drs and Dentist). This would not even be
required if the houses were not there in the first place. This is not to create new industry
and jobs, which a principle of Plan and the recommendation of the EHDNA report but to
sustain a new community that is at distance from the key employment sites of Stafford and
Stone —this does not make sense. It also talks about a considerable amount of the housing
being Affordable Housing — why would the Borough Council endorse a plan where the
lowest paid have to travel even further to get to work, why would you not place them closer
to areas of employment? Having a train station at Meecebrook and better transport links
will not make this an affordable place to live. Train travel is expensive and recent strikes
show the effect of a disruptive train service. Public transport in rural communities is
already woefully inadequate and there is little mention in the plan of how these
underinvested services will be invigorated to serve not just a new town but the existing
rural communities that is purporting to serve. The plan talks about an ageing population
and supporting them to continue to live in their existing homes not a new town —these
people need investment into their existing rural homes and communities not a new town,
so they can continue to live and be supported in their communities — they need access to
existing Drs surgeries and dentists, good public transport, local shops, investment in their
existing community services, not new shops in a new community that they cannot even get
to. Thereis no evidence provided in the plan that is quoting that the site at Cold Meece for
the proposed new town of Meecebrook is the optimal site for a new town across the
borough.

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No

Comments: | do not agree and the direction in Policy 2 contradicts the Borough's Plan and
direction in Policy 3. The new proposed town of Meecebrook is not an entity yet -itis a
proposal and completely runs roughshod over Policy 3 for Development in the Open
Countryside, which states in clause A that “Outside of settlement boundaries defined on
the policies map, and outside of the Green Belt (within which development will be
controlled in accordance with national policy), in order to protect the countryside from
unnecessary and incongruous development” and in clauses B, 1,2 and 3 of policy 3 which
states: “B Development in the open countryside must where deemed acceptable in
principle and in accord with other policies in this plan: 1. Make use of suitable existing
buildings or previously developed land rather than using greenfield land; 2. Be well related
to an existing farmstead or group of buildings, or be located close to an established
settlement, except where there is an agricultural or other justification for a use in a specific
location; and 3. Be complementary to, and not prejudice, viable agricultural operations or
other existing viable economic uses.” The new proposed town of Meecebrook does not
conform to any of these clauses it is being built on greenfield land that is currently being
used for agriculture it is going to demolish all existing buildings and decimate the existing
landscape and is not going to relate to the countryside it is going to be plonked in the
middle of or respect it or the wildlife it replaces — so the Borough Council is disregarding
its own direction when it comes to the new town of Meecebrook.
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Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No

Comments: | do not agree with Policy 3. Most of it | do agree with, except where it excludes
the proposed new town of Meecebrook - as this suits the authors of the Plan. The
proposed development of Meecebrook is contrary to the majority of policy 3 but has been
disregarded as it is the plan of the Borough Council rather than an external agency. As
stated in my previous answers the need for Meecebrook has not been substantiated and is
not supported by the evidence in the Lichfields report, EHDNA (Jan 20) ref unmet housing
for other boroughs. I cannot find any other evidence in the plan to support the necessity
for Meecebook and the blatant disregard for Policy 3 which is seeking to protect the open
countryside.

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No

Comments: | do not agree with Policy 4, specifically clause D which states: “D. Residual
energy demand for new residential and non-residential buildings should be met through
onsite renewable energy schemes, but if this is not technically feasible, the requirement
may be met elsewhere by means of offsite renewable energy generation. Where this is the
case, the development proposal must demonstrate how additional renewable energy
generation is procured to make up the on-site shortfall in generation. The offset
mechanism will require agreement with the council.” In the policy, this appears as though
clause D would be a last resort, however when this is viewed against the huge swathes of
agricultural greenfield sites that have been identified for alternative energy sites for solar
farms and wind turbines as shown in the the inference is that there is a massive reliance
on clause D rather than making sure that they maximise the effect of clauses AB and C
first before resorting to massively impacting on rural communities and ones that are
already being heavily impacted on such as Cold Meece (Wind turbines), Cotes Heath (Solar
Farm), Swynnerton and Yarnfield due to HS2 as well as the proposed new town of
Meecebrook affecting all of the aforementioned local communities.

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | do not agree with the proposal for Meecebrook Garden Community. It will
severly impact on the existing local communities in the surrounding areas that are already
being affected by HS2. | think the proposal has been poorly considered, without due
diligence and consideration for those affected and those that will be affected by creating a
new town in the proposed location. | attended a consultation session at Gnosall on
14/11/22 to understand the Local Plan for Stafford Borough. At the session | spoke to
Stafford Borough Council Local Plan strategic plans team about Meecebrook the proposed
new town at Cold Meece. The lady in question astounded me with some of her comments:
Firstly, she made the point that the reason as to why the proposed new town of
Meecebrook location is to be sited where it is -is the fault of the MOD. The MOD had
previously approached Staffordshire Borough Council to discuss the possible use of the
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Swynnerton Training Area, Cold Meece as a possible site for housing redevelopment. The
Borough Council agreed, apparently without an in-depth study to determine this as an
optimal location for significant housing provision. When the MOD withdrew the use of
Swynnerton Training Area the elected members were unperturbed and apparently, as they
had already made their minds up about this area being the appropriate location for a new
town, they had taken it upon themselves to redevelop a greenfield site within close
proximity to the training area - again without an in-depth study of the optimal location for a
new town. The elected members thus moving from the redevelopment of a brownfield
opportunist speculative site (Swynnerton Training Area) to the destruction of a greenfield
site (against Policy 3) — again without a study to determine optimal location. Noting that the
justification for Meecebrook is to meet the unmet needs of other boroughs, who have not
asked Stafford Borough Council to make this provision and Lichfields report, EHDNA (Jan
20) (which is quoted throughout the Borough’s Plan) that was commissioned by Stafford
Borough Council. p139 of the report quite clearly states that the Borough Council is not
being asked to meet the ‘unmet needs’ of other Boroughs and is not under any obligation
to do so. When quizzed about the destruction of fields, hedgerows and pastureland, the
Officer who attended the meeting at Gnosall view was that she had been really sad about
the redevelopment of Swynnerton’sTraining Camp due to the SSSi site on the area and the
rare butterfly that lives there. Instead she said that the new greenfield site probably didn’t
have much wildlife in it and they would naturally move to other areas by utilising the nature
corridors that Meecebrook would create — | am not sure which ecology school she went to,
or how long she has lived in the countryside, but | had to disagree. She quoted the urban
fox as nature living in urban areas — urban foxes have been forced into towns to scavenge
and are dangerous. When asked about the proximity to the Training Area and the landfill
sit, she did not see any dangers or nuisance from either of these. The noise from the camp
nor the stench from the landfill site area are not a problem in a low populated area but
when there is a significant increase in housing numbers close to both of these complaints
will increase (and they were their first) — look at the terrible situation for the local
community in Newcastle Under Lyme who live in close proximity to Whalley’s
Landfill. Swynnerton Training Area will also be a magnet for children and it is a dangerous
location. It is an urban training area due to the numerous old bunkers it has roads, derelict
and underground buildings etc from its time as a munitions site. Training areas have been
sighted away from urban locations to avoid trespass. They still have ranges and waterman
ship areas, vehicle training, helicopter landings etc. A very dangerous place for children.
The provision of new schools to be sited next to Category A prison. The officer at the
consultation meeting viewed that as just the same as Stafford Prison — | disagree that is
what we did in Victorian urban planning times not now. The proposed new Meecebrook
community provisions promised should also be questioned if they are so important and
needed why not upgrade the numerous provisions already in existence in the local
hamlets in the surrounding areas and why not use the churches in the local areas too to
increase the church populations already in existence rather than create new ones. The
same with local village halls and community centres already in existence. These could
really benefit from an injection of cash and refurbishment. The plan states the new town of
Meecebrook will have 15 hectares, raising to 30 hectares of employment land — this land is
currently rural farmland. This employment land is to make Meecebrook self-sustaining. So
the employment opportunities that are generated are to support the new housing (schools,
shops Drs and Dentist). This would not even be required if the houses were not there in the
first place. This is not to create new industry and jobs, which a principle of Plan and the
recommendation of the EHDNA report to sustain a new community that is at distance from
the key employment sites of Stafford and Stone, or those in other boroughs of stoke on
trent and newcastle under lyme — so this location does not make sense. It also talks about
a considerable amount of the housing being Affordable Housing — why would the Borough
Council endorse a plan where the lowest paid have to travel even further to get to work,
why would you not place them closer to areas of employment? Having a train station at
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Meecebrook and better transport links will not make this an affordable place to live. Train
travel is expensive and recent strikes show the effect of a disruptive train service. Public
transport in rural communities is already woefully inadequate and there is little mention in
the plan of how these underinvested services will be invigorated to serve not just a new
town but the existing rural communities that is purporting to serve. The proposed new
town of Meecebrook development does not conform to part Al or 3 of the policy 52 on
transport. It is sited away from centres of employment and it has not taken into account the
increased use of poorly maintained rural roads in the area that will have to cope with
significantly increased road movements of upwards of 20,000 new users. The retail at
Meecebrook will impact on retail footfall and income from already struggling business in
the local areas whose high streets have so many empty shops —why not encourage and
support those in Eccleshall and Stone or Swynnerton and Yarnfield that are all struggling
to make aliving. If a new housing is really needed then exhaust all potential brown-field
sites within the County before creating a not needed town on valuable green belt farm land.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: The North of Stafford is being significantly and unfairly impacted by this plan. It
is expected to meet 53% of the housing need, predominantly on rural greenfield sites
(which is contrary to Policy 3 and Policy 26 — new rural dwellings) and contrary to the
principles of the Borough Plan to minimise travel to areas of employment, which are either
Stafford or Stone. There is little mention of making rural transport better or than for the
new town of Meecebrook and therefore greater strain will be put on already heavily used
roads — especially as arat run to avoid congestion on the M6, that are poorly maintained —
again not covered in the Borough Plan. New housing needs should be close to areas of
employment i.e. Stafford and Stone — as defined in the Plan plus the borders with stoke on
trent and newcastle under lyme.

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No

Comments: | do not agree with this policy on affordable housing. The proposed new town
of Meecebrook talks about a considerable amount of the housing being Affordable
Housing - Meecebrook being located in Cold Meece is completely the wrong place for the
lowest paid have to travel even further to get to work, why would you not place them closer
to areas of employment? Having a train station at Meecebrook and better transport links
will not make this an affordable place to live. Train travel is expensive and recent strikes
show the effect of a disruptive train service. Public transport in rural communities is
already woefully inadequate and there is little mention in the plan of how these
underinvested services will be invigorated to serve not just a new town but the existing
rural communities that is purporting to serve. Housing needs to be close to jobs therefore
in Stone, Stafford and the borders with Stoke on Trent and Newcastle Under Lyme.

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No
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Comments: | agree in the main however, | object to the Solar farms proposed around Cotes
Heath. They are proposed to cover huge areas of rolling agricultural land that has always
been farmed and completely destroy the rolling countryside in this area and are contrary to
Policy 44 Clause A of the plan | am not convinced that the local population understands
the size and scale of the proposal or the visual impact and the loss of vista the solar farms
will cause.

Connections
Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: The proposed new town of Meecebrook development does not conform to part
A1l or 3 of the policy 52 on transport. It is sited away from centres of employment and it has
not taken into account the increased use of poorly maintained rural roads in the area that
will have to cope with significantly increased road movements of upwards of 20,000 new
users.

Evidence Base
Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: There has been no indepth study to confirm the optimal location for the
provision of 6000 new houses is Meecebrook at Cold Meece. This location stemmed from
the speculative use of Swynnerton Training Area a brownfield site but after the MOD
withdrew it as an option the rural land next to it is now an optimal location even though it
does not conform to a number of the Borough's own local plan policies.

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: An in-depth report is required to confirm that housing to the scales contained
in this report are actually required, particularly as Meecebrook is based on the unmet
needs of other regions rather than Stafford Borough Council. A report is also required to
confirm the optimal location of housing to justify the location of Meecebrook as a viable
location that limits travel to employment areas and town centres. An environmental report
is also required to confirm why solar farms and wind turbines are required at the locations
provided in the current proposal and why of such scales when they are the alternative
energy sources of last resort within the proposed plan.

General Comments:

| have spent considerable time to complete this options document. | have found it difficult
to follow and use and | suspect that many have been unable to do so and therefore will
have given up. There has not been much time between seeing the plan and speaking to
officers at one of the open events to submitting our responses and | would encourage the
Council to extend the window for comment and engage further with the most impacted
local communities e.g. Cotes Heath with the Solar Farms This proposed plan will have
significant detrimental impact to local communities North of Eccleshall at a time when they
are also massively affected by the destruction of HS2, gaining little to no benefit. Stafford
Borough Council should be considering the needs of its local communities that live here
now, and there children and not trying to meeting the needs of other boroughs. Existing
services and provisions in the area for Drs, Dentists, Schools, infrastructure etc. is woeful
and the plan should enhance what is here now, drive to fill vacant economic sites and retail
across Stone and Stafford first, get rural communities thriving again and properly serviced
and develop brownfield above destroying viable greenfield rural landscapes. The economic
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landscape is changing - travel should be minimised and the council should be facilitating
and driving for the provision of the best services such as high speed internet to encourage
entrepreneurship and start ups from home and allow our children to study effectively at
home rather than the poor service that rural communities currently have to put up with
now. None of this is mentioned in the plan and should be.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 22:47
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Mariane Callen

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database JJjj

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies

Page 258

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

No reply



Reference ID Code: 219; Cannell, E.

From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 30 November 2022 17:35

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Emma Cannell

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Development Strategy and Climate Change Response
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): No

Comments: This plan needs to go much, much further on climate change requirements. It is
unforgivable if we don't use this as an opportunity to force house developers to comply
with net zero policies, as this plan will be our last chance to do so before we see
irreversible damage to our climate. Any new residential building must have all heating and
hot water needs met through renewable energy. This means solar panels and air/ground
source heat pumps. After the implementation of this plan, any installation of a gas boiler in

1
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a new or renovated property should be prohibited. This sort of decisive action is the only
way to keep our planet in a hospitable state beyond the end of this plan in 2040.

Policy 5 (Green Belt): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): No reply

Comments: No reply

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Yes

Comments: While | do believe that every effort should be made to keep developments to
brownfield sites, rather than exploit good agricultural land, | am definitely in favour of a
proposal to build a new, thoughtfully planned settlement to respond to the local housing
need while ensuring appropriate service provision. This is infinitely preferable to the
previous (and current) method of insidiously adding to existing villages, forcing them to
lose their rural character and impinging on already strained public services.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No

Comments: | strongly disagree with the proposals for Gnosall - Land east of Stafford Road
(GNOO04 (west)). This site was rejected for development 9 years ago for a variety of
reasons, none of which have gone away. Gnosall is being unfairly given large allocations
because it happens to be a large settlement already. However, this doesn't take into
consideration that it is still a village and cannot provide the necessary services and
infrastructure for an indiscriminately increasing population size. In particular, the GP
surgery and local school are at capacity, we have increasing levels of crime but no local
police presence to deal with this - presumably because we are seen as a village so not a
priority. If we're going to have the population of a town, surely the plan should consider a
re-categorisation in order to provide us with the public services a town would be entitled
to. Also, on this site in particular, why does the entire site have to be used and houses
crammed in like sardines? Could we accept a portion of the site but request that house
allocation is lower to allow for larger gardens, more green spaces and a general
atmosphere more in keeping with a village? The original application was rejected on the
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grounds of being "inappropriate due to the scale, and a significant intrusion into open
countryside detracting from the intrinsic character and appearance of the surrounding
rural area". This is still the case and | don't understand why the same Council that rejected
it for this reason could now possibly be considering it as a proposal, especially in
contradiction to Gnosall's Neighbourhood Plan, democratically voted for by its residents
and which is compliant with both local and national policy. If this development goes ahead,
our Neighbourhood Plan has been effectively cast aside and all provision made within it
overturned. This will be massively detrimental to the village, open us up to indiscriminate
development, and totally undermines key principles of local democracy.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply

Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No

Comments: External amenity space is far too small. New build estates are being
constructed purely to make as much money as possible, rather than with consideration

3



about what they are like to live in. There is a critical shortage of reasonably priced hg?r?gjﬁg
being build with adequate outdoor space. The past few years have shown how vital
gardens are to individual wellbeing but also to wildlife in terms of providing green
corridors and habitat protection. Additionally, too many hard surfaces contribute to
problems with flooding which are widespread throughout the area.

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Rob Cannell_
Sent: 11 December 2022 20:23

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Stafford BC Local Plan 2020 - 2040 - Objection

~0 I

I would like to object to your Proposed Options document, particularly in respect of the proposed settlement
boundary and its impact upon Gnosall:

We already have a Neighbourhood Plan. After rigorous consultation (including via a referendum in which
over 90% supported the plan) it was adopted in November 2015 and should have been valid for several
more years from now, but it now appears the BC wish to simply overturn it. The proposal to change our
settlement boundary is completely counter to the wishes of local residents and to the agreed
Neighbourhood Plan.

There was a previous application to build houses on land south of Stafford Road, Gnosall. Stafford BC spent
a lot of public money opposing it and it was duly rejected in March 2014. Nothing appears to have changed
since then, so why are the BC now proposing to permit development in the same location? If it was bad
then, it is bad now!

The infrastructure and services in Gnosall have seen no improvement or increase in recent years. In fact
they have reduced. Our school has been replaced by a smaller one and its swimming pool, a popular and
important local amenity, has been demolished. The doctors' surgery is under immense strain. The number
of high street shops has diminished - e.g. we no longer have a butcher, newsagent, greengrocer, pet shop.
These proposals will needlessly add further strain.

An increase in demand for the limited number of primary school places is likely to result in the existing
catchment area contracting, thereby excluding some children that would currently qualify.

The lack of local services for an increased population will result in residents having to travel to Newport or
Stafford for basic shopping and services. As well as being expensive and inconvenient it is not
environmentally friendly.

There are adequate public transport links along the A518, i.e. east and west, but they are non-existent north
to south.

There are a number of brownfield sites in and around Stafford, as well as unoccupied buildings in the High
Street (old M&S etc.) and Greyfriars (e.g. the old Jobcentre). These, along with Meecebrook, should be the
top priority for housing developments, not prime agricultural land.

I am confident you will receive many more objections from local residents and hope you will take them into account.

Yours sincerely

Robert Cannell
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(Gnosall resident)
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From: vwonne Canne!l

Sent: 11 December 2022 15:16
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Objection to SBC Local Plan 2020 to 2040

r0 I

I am writing to Inform you that | do not approve of the Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020 to 2040 Proposed Options
Document, specifically relating to Gnosall.

After much consultation and hard work especially by GRID, our Neighbourhood Plan was adopted on 24th
November 2015 which it seems this Local Plan will totally disregard. This proposal would change our settlement
boundary allowing other applications to be put forward totally disregarding the unanimous wishes of the residents

of our Village.

When considering previous proposals for land development the following were taken as valid reasons for them not
to go ahead and still apply:

Insufficient primary school provision. At the time we had a much larger school, now it is much smaller with less
amenities (no separate dining hall, loss of swimming pool, smaller classrooms), and very unsatisfactory car parking
arrangements for dropping off and picking up vulnerable children. The new proposal would favour children in the
areas closest to the school meaning already resident children from further away but within Gnosall having to travel
outside the catchment area.

We have lost local shops including 2 butchers, a bank, a newsagents, a gift shop/PO, greengrocers and a pet shop
none of which have been replaced. Our High Street is dead. All this results in not shopping locally and resorting to
traveling out of the village to either Newport or Stafford (not very environmentally friendly).

Transport links are adequate East to West but none existent North to South.

Our Doctors surgery is under tremendous strain at the moment and has been for some time. This will only get
worse. Are we really expected to travel to another town for medical care? We have no 24 hr A&E service at Stafford
hospital and the alternative is a long drive to Stoke, Telford or New Cross, all of which are struggling. There is no
maternity or paediatric care at Stafford.

We live in a beautiful village one which we chose to live in for it's rural setting. Surely there is an alternative to
destroying valuable agricultural land (60% of which is good quality)? Are there really no acceptable brown field
sites?

SBC vigorously objected to the development of the proposed site on the A518 in 2014 (Planning Portal
13/19587/0UT), how can this now be disregarded?

Finally surely a new proposal such as that at Meecebrook would fulfill many of the housing quotas including new
infrastructure without imposing onto other villages, many who are struggling like us?
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Yours Sincerely

Mrs Yvonne E Cannell

Please acknowledge receipt of this email
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 14:27
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Malcolm Carmichael

email: |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Economy Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and

2
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No

Comments: Housing development on the old EECo St Leonard's site at Fairway and behind
St Thomas Lane Baswich has emphasized the amenity value of the Sow/Penk flood

plain. Enhancement of the existing footpath along the banks of the Sow from Fairway to
the Two Waters Way bridge to a disabled user ability standard should be given priority
status in the Plan, as should the tidying up of the river Sow to make it an attractive leisure
and outdoor feature.

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 10 December 2022 02:50
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Roger and Nicky Carr

Email: |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: We strongly object to the proposal for a new "Meecebrook Garden Community"
development and are appalled that it is even being considered. If approval is granted, it
will completely destroy well over 900 acres of beautiful Staffordshire Countryside,
resulting in the loss of versatile agricultural land, woodland, ancient hedgerows and
wildlife habitat. Once its gone its gone forever and can never be replaced. The YouTube
Video on the "Local Plan" produced by Stafford Borough Council only demonstrates and
fully reinforces what an immense loss this will be should this venture come to fruition.
Whatever happened to the policies of old that promised housing development on brown
field sites only? Having read the Meecebrook "Garden" Community Transport Strategy
produced by Atkins, this only adds to our concerns. Whilst we appreciate the need to
reduce dependency on the motor car and applaud the many mobility solutions and
innovations put forward in the report, they appear impractical and in part, futuristic to say
the least. For example, the report (rightly) promotes sustainability - walking and cycling
being suggested as the primary mode of transport (for local trips rather than to work or
everyday shopping). However, parcel "drop off points"”, restricting freight access to certain
times of day, car parking on the perimeter of the development, use of E- cargo bikes or
electric scooters etc. may not be so practical and also expensive. The Micro-Mobility
solutions put forward will require vast investment throughout the county and buy in from
other suppliers and stakeholders in order for these ideas to succeed. Many believe the
reality is that the motor car (electric or otherwise) will continue to be used for some years
to come with the potential for at least two vehicles per household. The report also
highlights the introduction of a new railway station on the West Coast Mainline as a way of
mitigating the vast increase in motor vehicle activity to and from Meecebrook (estimated to
be 9,688 vehicle trips at peak times in the morning and 8091 vehicle trips at peak times in
the afternoon). Network Rail will need to agree to this proposal with Staffordshire County
Council in order to potentially reduce the number of vehicle trips. However, even with a
new railway station, the report suggests only a 2% reduction in vehicular activity, leaving a
significant number of vehicle trips on the external highway network (a reduction of 242 at
peak morning times and 197 at peak afternoon times). The report concludes that highway
capacity issues would be generated at two main locations - J14 and J15 of the M6, and also
along the adjacent A roads on the approach. In order to resolve this Atkins suggest: 1)
Highway mitigation measures along existing corridors or junctions to improve existing
highway capacity; 2) An additional motorway junction to provide additional access to the
Strategic Road Network; or 3) Promote alternative sustainable modes of transport to
reduce car dependency. No specific highway mitigation measures are suggested but it
begs the question whether sufficient funds are available to deliver such significant
changes. The potential increase in the volume of vehicles on our local roads is extremely
worrying. Without any substantial change in the highway infrastructure this will result in an
immense burden on the already overused and ill maintained roads throughout the county.
Local areas such as Eccleshall already suffer from traffic overload, and doubtless the
villages of Norton Bridge, Chebsey and other local villages and rural lanes will become rat
runs for those attempting to access the M6. Yarnfield, Walton and Stone will no doubt
endure the same fate with an increase in vehicles trying to access other A roads including
the A34, one of North Staffordshire's busiest roads, which will also doubtless be affected
by additional new housing currently being built between Marston Gate and Yarlet. The
inevitable traffic congestion would not only affect individuals travelling to and from work,
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school etc, it would impact on local haulage contractors, deliveries to and from existing
businesses on nearby industrial estates and most importantly the environment and climate
change. The promise of new schools, health centres and leisure facilities is welcomed,
but how long will it be before these key services are up and running? The National Health
Service is already under pressure to find staff and one can only hope that this particular
problem is resolved in the very near future for all our sakes. If the development is
approved, and progresses before these proposed services are wholly in place this will
again have a detrimental impact on our already overburdened existing services and
highways, resulting in longer waiting times to see a doctor, additional transportation of
children to existing schools and leisure centres. We ask that Stafford Borough Council
give most serious consideration to these points before making any decision on this
particular undertaking. This may appear to be an innovative and welcome scheme to create
new housing but at what cost to the Staffordshire countryside, its wildlife, local residents,
highway infrastructure and the attractiveness of the County as a whole. With the volume of
housing already built or underway (6,200 homes), Staffordshire is well on the way to
achieving its 10,700 new homes quota. We are aware of other potential housing projects in
the offing on the outskirts of Stafford and in other areas of the County, which we believe
will achieve this target and have far less impact on our countryside and local
infrastructure. We respectfully request that you reject the proposal for a new garden
community at Meecebrook, having seriously considered the damaging and devastating
effect this scheme would have on the surrounding countryside, wildlife and natural
environment, the local community, highway infrastructure, and the resulting detrimental
impact on individual motorists, businesses, and the environment.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base
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Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: I

Sent: 12 December 2022 08:08
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: Meecebrook - Garden Settlement

I am contacting you to advise you of my support of the Chebsey Parish Councils objections to the above
development due to the impact on both land, roads, potential flooding hazards and the impact on our local
education and health services. This proposed development will put extra pressure on all elements of the local
infrastructure and service provision.

In addition | believe the proposals undermine the government’s levelling up proposals. | am also concerned about
the impact on the security of food production, something we should all be concerned about and has been
highlighted by the terrible war in Ukraine

Kind regards

Wendy Cashmore

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 02 December 2022 15:04
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: James Cawdell

Email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: To drop 6000 homes in a very rural area is totally unacceptable. The
infrastructure (mainly roads) in this area just are not suitable for such a large development.
The proposal talks about rail links and most people working and staying in the
development but this is just a hope and not reality! Main roads into Stafford, Stoke and
Telford are already jammed at peak times just from existing traffic. Unless a bypass around
Eccleshall, dual carriageways to Stoke, Stafford and Newport/Telford are planned then
there will be complete chaos. | travel around the country and see lots of these new

developments being built, but all are placed within areas of existing good quality travel
networks - not in the middle of rural country lanes.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes

Comments: Stafford town centre is now atotal no go zone. The high street and surrounding
areas could be turned into ‘green’ community spaces with housing and retail/commercial
mixed together, traffic free with lots of cycle routes, existing rail and bus routes are already
in place and with some imaginative planning would make Stafford a great place

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply

Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: roisin chambers |

Sent: 10 December 2022 18:19

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Response to Local Plan - preferred options

Attachments: DEC1Response to Stafford Borough Council Local Plan Preferred Options.docx

Thank you for considering my responses to the Local Plan.

Mrs Roisin Chambers
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Response to Stafford Borough Council’s Local Plan Preferred Options 2020 — 2040
Policy 7 Meecebrook

7.2 — Planning authorities are encouraged to identify opportunities for such large-
scale developments, and it is recognised that such developments can extend beyond
a single plan period as part of a 30-year vision; such is the vision for Meecebrook.

The ‘Garden Village’ is a new element to the Local Plan and is extremely far-sighted in terms
of construction and transport. Over a period of 30 years, Meecebrook could provide
potentially 10,000 homes, 20 hectares of employment space, 300 hectares of green space,
primary and secondary schools and rail connection.

The development is to be constructed according to stringent energy efficiency standards
with no fossil fuel combustion being used, only renewable onsite energy generation. Houses
are to be built to Future Homes Standards through Passivhaus design or equivalent.
Transport will reduce car use over time.

The concerns raised about the development include the following:

e Although Stafford Borough Council has stated that it ‘will not support ad hoc or
piecemeal development inconsistent with the masterplan for Meecebrook’, future
funding for infrastructure, rail, schools, social hubs, transport etc. is not secure.

e The development is supposed to have a ‘wildlife corridor’ as promoted by the
Environment Act, the Defra Report (‘Making Space for Nature’) and Stafford Borough
Council’s ‘Footprint Ecology 2020 -2040’. However, when the rail hub, local centres,
20 hectares of business/employment zones and the development ‘parcels’ have
been allocated space, the wildlife corridor becomes a series of disconnected clumps
of trees/shrubbery. The 25-year Environment Plan; the Biodiversity Topic Paper; the
1992 Habitats Directive all ask that we reverse the decline in nature.

e While the original proposal involved using ‘surplus’ MOD land, the area designated
does not include the MOD land and is all, therefore, greenfield, agricultural land. At a
time when food security is considered a major issue for the UK, this is a considerable
loss of agricultural land. Furthermore, there is no mention of residents of the new
village having sufficient land either in their gardens or in allotments to grow some of
their own food.

e [tis unclear what arrangements will be made regarding the long-term ownership,
management, and maintenance of the site, with regard to who will pay and how
standards of maintenance will be regulated.

e ‘Future Homes Standard’ will come into effect in 2025. The Passivhaus construction
has been identified as the preferred construction for Meecebrook. The average
price of a Passivhaus construction is £322,500. To what extent will this development
be able to meet the range of housing needs that are required to meet local need. As
yet, it is unclear as to how the government intends to legislate to require developers
to build Passivhaus or houses meeting ‘Future Homes Standards’ other than they will
come into effect in 2025 and possibly in a phased way to facilitate developers. This
potentially phased introduction may well be highly problematic for Meecebrook if
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named developers insist on treating the whole development as one unit and all
6,000/10,000 homes are constructed to the standards that pertained when the
development started.

The concept of Meecebrook Garden Village is that it is planned around 15-minute
neighbourhoods and local settlements: Yarnfield (2k), Eccleshall (3K), Swynnerton
(4K), Stone (6K), Stafford (11k). The intention is to design out car use, although how
this is to be achieved is not explained, nor is it clear if safe, off-road cycle routes will
be constructed or how a better, more frequent and affordable bus service is to be
provided.

Midlands Connect is just ‘beginning to think about’” how MAAS platforms can be
funded and installed, ensuring compatibility with local/national services and how
this modal shift in technology will be delivered to individuals and paid for. This
technology is being promoted as being available in the near future at Meecebrook
Garden Village which seems highly optimistic in the light of the costs entailed.

E1.3 in addition to the borough’s own housing needs the development strategy also
allows for the building of 2,000 homes as a contribution to meeting, ‘unmet need of
other authorities in the region’. These are subject to ongoing negotiations with other
regional authorities. Will these homes be built to Future Homes Standards? What
‘local need’ will be met by Stafford undertaking to build an additional 2,000 homes?
If the aim is to achieve a 50% uplift in employment growth to align with housing
development, this is not guaranteed.

Moss Pit — 350 houses

Gnosall — 185 houses Two new sites are identified. The one which is currently a
garage would be a brownfield site and, with relevant conditions, we would not
object to this becoming housing. The other, larger site is, however, a greenfield site
which is outside the current residential development boundary. It is not identified in
the Gnosall Neighbourhood Plan whereas the site which had been allocated for
housing in that plan has not been included.

Local Green Spaces........... We welcome that a number of local green spaces have
been given this designation. We would suggest another — the land to the rear of
Doxey Primary School which is currently being being discussed between local
residents, the school, Parish and Borough Councils as an amenity area as part of the
Neighbourhood Nature programme of Staffordshire Wildlife Trust.

Whilst welcoming the area of Stafford Common fronting Stone Road as a LGS, we
would like to see the whole of the Common given this designation. In reality, the
area designated as a ‘green space’ is in effect the car boot sale site and the site used
for the fun fair which has so degraded the land it can not be genuinely called ‘green
space.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 24 November 2022 10:53

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Frank Chapman

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

The SHELAA identifies potential sites for housing and invariably includes an observation
to the effect that the necessary infrastructure is considered to be available but needs to be
confirmed by the relevant utility companies. The companies are not directly publicly
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accountable and invariably endorse proposed developments only to find that they are
forced later to increase capacity. The combined sewers in Eccleshall are inadequate and
the development sites identified at ECC03, ECCO05, ECC05, ECC08 and ECC14, all to the
south of the town, would have the potential to put further pressure on the system resulting
in flooding. Meecebrook Garden Village is an exciting prospect but will have a
considerable impact on Eccleshall. The town has always been considered to be a jewel in
the County's crown, having a thriving cafe culture and being of historical interest. It would
be a pity to lose this and it should be considered as a useful adjunct to future
developments. With this in mind facilities should be enhanced with effective traffic
management and parking facilities.
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 06 December 2022 11:38
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Karen Chapman

email: [

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [JJj

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | am strongly against this proposal. | share all of the concerns raised by
Yarnfield & Cold Meece Parish Council. The scheme is completely unrealistic and makes a
number of significantly flawed assumptions. It would result in all future investment being
made there at the expense of existing communities. Existing communities have had little
investment in the past 20 years and as a result, transport is poor, healthcare stretched and
leisure facilities have been reduced. The housing growth is unjustified and not necessary.
The capital investment assumed is unrealistic and therefore its highly unlikely that a new
train station and motorway junction would be constructed. These ideas have been put
forward before and rejected, without these the transport system which is already at
capacity would collapse. It is unrealistic to assume that people living in Meecebrook would
not need to or want to travel to other areas using their cars for work and leisure. The road
access would be on minor roads which would not cope. No assessment has been made on
the impact on surrounding communities and without the infrastructure the impact would
be devastating. We can’t even get basic things at the moment such as safe pavements and
roads that are not crumbling away and constantly closed. We also face years of disruption

from HS2 for no benefit. | do not want to see large amount of green countryside urbanised
since | moved to a rural environment to escape this.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply

Comments: No reply
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Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Nige! chew |

Sent: 11 December 2022 11:12
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: Meecebrook

To whom it may concern

We wish to object to the above development.
Firstly the sewage system in the Eccleshall area is at maximum and barely able to cope currently.

Secondly the idea of the Eccleshall area being expected to cope with increased medical and schooling requirements
is totally unreasonable. Bearing

In mind that the projected Meecebrook development could take a substantial period of time it would put an
impossible strain on the present system.

This whole concept would totally change the lifestyle of the current residents of the area.

Stop the development!!

Regards,

Sheila and Nigel Chew.
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From: Angela Clark || G

Sent: 11 December 2022 17:21

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: Stafford Forward Plan Preferred Options - Gnosall
Attachments: L SBC Forward Planning 11 December 2022.docx.pdf
|

Please find attached comments on the revised Stafford Forward Plan in respect of proposed additional further
development in Gnosall.

A Clark (Ms)

Att
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From:

Via e:mail: _ 11 December 2022
Stafford Borough Council
Forward Planning
Civic Centre, Riverside
Stafford

ST16 3AQ

Dear Sirs

Stafford Borough Council — proposed new Draft Local Plan 2020-40
Gnosall — land east of Stafford Road (A518) — GN004 (west) — 100 properties

| am forwarding comments in respect of Stafford Borough Council’'s new Draft Local Plan proposed from
2024 onwards.

1. Gnosall and other villages in the Borough Council’s area (and elsewhere) have recently in response
to Government policy adopted Neighbourhood Plans in an attempt to prevent future inappropriate
and unwanted large-scale housing development. Considerable time, effort and money will have
been invested into these Plans which could now be threatened by changes to the Settlement
Boundaries on which they were originally based. Changes to Settlement Boundaries could in effect
negate Neighbourhood Plans and open up communities to speculative applications from
developers: something which the Plans were originally designed to stop. The Borough Council
should be mindful of the full implications, political and otherwise, of this issue, not only for this area
but also elsewhere.

2. A Refusal of Permission for Development of the land now re-proposed for additional housing (100
properties) in Gnosall on land off the A518 was issued by Stafford Borough Council in March 2014
on the following grounds:

The proposal comprises a substantial residential development of a greenfield site outside of
Gnosall's Residential Development Boundary in the adopted Stafford Borough Local Plan 2001
and outside the Key Service Village of Gnosall in the emerging Plan for Stafford Borough. Therefore
the proposal is contrary to Saved Policy HOU3 of the adopted Stafford Borough Local Plan 2001,
and due to the scale of the proposal it is also contrary to Spatial Principle 7(b) in the emerging Plan
for Stafford Borough. The proposal would necessitate the loss of good quality agricultural land and
the proposed development would constitute a significant intrusion into open countryside
detracting from the intrinsic character and appearance of the surrounding rural area,
contrary to paragraphs 17 and 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework and to Saved
Policies E&D7 (iv), and E&DS8 of the Stafford Borough Local Plan 2001, as well as Spatial Principle
7(f) and Policy E2 (xi) of the emerging Plan for Stafford Borough.’

All of the above statements are still relevant in respect of what would be a significant further
development in Gnosall. Why is the Borough Council now recommending approval for this potential
site?

3. There has been no improvement in infrastructure in Gnosall. Some parts of the village are still
without mains drainage/sewer provision and the existing network is increasingly inadequate for the
number of properties now linked to it.

4. Gnosall's primary school and only educational facility is at full capacity. This lack of educational
provision means that children from the village are now unable to join siblings at the school and are
having to be transported to schools elsewhere. Brown field sites within Stafford have apparently
not been put forward for development due to lack of educational facilities. This factor should also
be given full consideration in respect of this potential site in Gnosall.

/contd
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2.
Stafford Borough Council Forward Planning
11 December 2022

5. Gnosall’'s medical practice, which covers Gnosall, Haughton and other villages/settlements in the
surrounding area, is under increasing pressure. The Borough Council should be aware that
Stafford does not currently have a fully functioning hospital, and this is placing additional strain on
GP practices in the borough.

6. This proposed site in Gnosall has very recently been productive farm land for crop growing/animal
grazing. Inview of Brexit and Covid, this country will need to become more self-sufficient in respect
of its food supply. | fail to see how the loss of any current potentially productive farm land in the
County to future large-scale housing development can now easily be justified, particularly since
further farm land is now likely to be lost east of Stafford along the HS2 route through the county.

7. This potential site in Gnosall appears to be being viewed merely as a convenient point to deposit
a sizeable housing development on a previously undeveloped green field site alongside a nearby
A-road without further consideration of the implications for, and impact on, the local community.
The A518 is an extremely busy road: a key route for holiday traffic through to Wales and an overflow
route for diverted traffic when the M6 is closed. The only current bus service operates between
Stafford and Telford half-hourly, and there is no north-south alternative to car usage. The
consequences for all of the Borough’s roads and the M6 of substantial additional housing
development averaging two cars per household in Gnosall and other rural areas should be clear.

8. In view of what is now known about environmental issues and particularly emission levels, large
scale residential development in the Stafford Borough area in the future should be concentrated
on brownfield sites in or immediately around the existing town. These brown field sites could
usefully be utilised for much needed starter homes for young people wishing to live in an urban
area with its associated facilities. This would be far more sustainable in respect of transport links
and also help to increase much-needed footfall in the town centre’s shopping areas. This would
also help to preserve the lovely rural nature of the west of the Borough/County, which is in itself an
amenity and visitor attraction and also a gateway to other visitor destinations in East Shropshire
situated close to the county border.

Yours faithfully

A Clark
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From: I

Sent: 11 December 2022 14:48
To: SPP Consultations
Subject: 3,000 NEW HOUSES MEECEBROOK GARDEN COMMUNITY

Dear Sir or Madam

I am writing to say | completely OPPOSE the building of 3,000 houses near Cold Meece not for nimby reasons but
because of the following:

I have lived in Yarnfield for 32 years after moving here from South Manchester and

I work as a very busy pharmacist in Stone which has grown to such an extent that it needs more local amenities and
infrastructure due to urban expansion.| see daily the pressure on all our local services.

| travel early every morning though Swynnerton and pass the landfill site which, besides beginning to smell
badly(just like Whalley quarry) has damaged and dangerously muddied the main road.

Because of the large VERY fast moving earth lorries which visit the landfill site and queue up on the main road to get
in it is getting increasingly busy so any more traffic would be unrealistic.

Yarnfield's last expansion of 250 houses has increased the traffic which is also very fast moving through the
village.Walking on the pavement or trying to cross the road doesn't feel safe for a small village.

HS2 also continues to disrupt our lives with road closures and temporary traffic lights causing me to travel 8 to 10
miles more each day on these occasions.

Allin all the Cold Meece area or anywhere around Stone or its outlying villages is not compatible with the building of
3,000 houses.

Therefore the Preferred Option paper is unrealistic and unlikely to deliver and | completely OPPOSE it.
Thank you for your time in this matter

Jutta Clark



Reference ID Code: 232; Clews, A.

Page 298

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Begin forwarded message:

anne clews [

11 December 2022 16:52
Strategic Planning
Fwd: Meecebrook-garden settlement

From: anne clews I

Date: 11 December 2022 at 16:46:29 GMT
To: strategicplanning@staffordbc.govuk
Subject: Meecebrook-garden settlement

| wish to object to the above proposal as | feel that it has not been fully thought out with regards to

the surrounding villages.
Regards
Anne Clews
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 11 December 2022 21:40
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Belinda Clews

email: |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database JJJi}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

| have lived in woodseaves village for a total of 18 years ( from the age of 6yrs to 18yrs,
then returning , with my family 6 1/2 years ago ) | am horrified at the councils proposed
local plan for an extra 125 house development . The field that will take the majority of extra
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housing , has , in the past , been used as alarge landfill site , where lorrys were dumping
unknown refuse day and night , and | have been told that some of this " refuse " included
slaughtered cows with tuberculosis. This activity carried on for many months , until it was
full. Since that time it has only been used for animal grazing ., and has been prone to
flooding . Because of the unknown contaminants within the soil + the instability of the
land , | strongly believe it would be unfit for housing , and human habitation .! Next | wish
to make the council aware of the 10,000 cars a day ( which could be more now , as the
road survey was taken at least 4 years ago ) which pass through woodseaves . | live near
to the main road , and the vibration of large vehicles passing through is causing damage to
my home , especially the windows. With 125 new houses being built , the increase in large
vehicles (during the building process) then the extraroad use when we have an extra 125
families , will only increase the noise and damage to the existing village homes (as | am
not the only house experiencing this at the moment) Also woodseaves sewerage infra
structure , is consistently blocking up ( my neighbour gets raw sewerage coming up
through a manhole into their garden every 4 to 6 months . ) Other villagers have been
experiencing similar problems also. To add more housing to a sewerage system that has
been struggling to cope with the existing villagers needs , is definately not in the villages
best interests. We are a small community with 1 shop , 1 public house, 1 village hall , and
a small primary school ( that already struggles to provide a safe parking system for the
children especially as the land owner surrounding the school refused to sell any land to
the school for carparking ) Itruly believe that forcing this small community to expand will
be destructive to not only community , but the environment and its wildlife . | speak on
behalf of not only myself , but my parents who have lived and contributed to this village for
over 52 years . Thankyou for taking the time to read through my concerns .
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From: vartyn clews [

Sent: 11 December 2022 17:23
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: Meecebrook Garden Settlement

With regards to the above I wish to register my objection to the above.

This proposal is ill conceived and lacking in substantive detail. For many years the council have objected to almost
any development in rural areas and to now propose a new development in this rural area seems hypocritical.

Having looked at the sketch proposals it seems that no thought has been given to access by road. There are no roads
shown on the plan to the settlement indeed there are now only single lane roads in the area that would not be
capable of taking the additional traffic of this town.

The council should concentrate and encourage the existing key towns and villages to expand and also allow a limited
amount of development in rural areas commensurate with need.

This proposal should now be rejected immediately.

Kind regards

Martyn Clews

Sent from my iPhone
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From: -

Sent: 10 December 2022 13:27

To: Strategic Planning

Subject: FAO _ - Objection to Preferred Options Document
Dear Sir,

I would like to register my objections to the Preferred Options Document released by Stafford Borough Council.

Once again | find myself writing to Stafford Borough Council on the subject of their total disregard for democracy.
This Preferred Options Document shows no respect for the process of democracy of our Neighbourhood Plan. The
proposed development would be outside our Settlement Boundary and in breach of our wishes as a community
when we agreed our Neighbourhood Plan. As a community we voted overwhelmingly to accept our Neighbourhood
Plan which was subsequently ratified by the Borough Council and became part of the Local Development Plan. | am
very dismayed that even after this democratic process the Borough Council feels it is within their powers to override
our wishes, alter this document and change our Settlement Boundary. You will be aware that even one breach of
the Settlement Boundary would set precedent and many more applications will follow. This will render our
Neighbourhood Plan worthless and whilst a new plan was being drawn up, Gnosall would be totally vulnerable to
any other building developments. This is not acceptable.

I would also like to object on the grounds of traffic and pollution. Further house building will inevitably lead to more
cars in our village. New residents would require cars to commute to work and children of school age will need
transport to senior school which will mean either more cars or buses in the village. | understand that our new
primary school is smaller than the original school and if parents cannot get school places in the village, they will
again need transport to schools further away. Any new home will almost certainly have at least two cars with larger
homes having up to four. Our roads in our village are not designed for this volume of traffic. There is already traffic
congestion and accident flash points at busy times; more cars will aggravate the situation. In addition the increased
volume of cars will cause unacceptable increase in noise and pollution. Pollution from traffic will lead to increase in
problems to my health, that of my family and our whole community.

I consider Gnosall to be a welcoming and inclusive community and we have indeed welcomed many new residents. |
respectfully request, however, that the Borough Council have some empathy for the stress and worry this repeated
request for the development of this area has had upon me and other people living here. In Gnosall are we not
allowed a little peace and tranquillity to live our lives without the constant threat of the Borough Council or a
developer attempting to make money at any cost?

Please accept the democratic laws of our country and leave our Settlement Boundary unaltered.

Thank you for your time. | would appreciate it if you would kindly acknowledge receipt of my email objection.

Yours sincerely
Fiona Collisson(Mrs)

Sent from my iPad
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 12 December 2022 10:46

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Eric Common

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: R

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | fully support Chebsey Borough Council's response to the proposed
development of the Garden Community known as Meecebrook, and consider that their
objections are well thought out and relevant. In particular, claims that the development will
have schools, health centres and leisure facilities seem merely a 'pipe dream'. Who will
provide, staff and manage such facilities? Everyone is well aware of the difficulties
recruiting, and retaining, teaching and healthcare staff. Public transport where | live, just
6 miles from Stafford, is non-existent. Do the Borough Council really believe that people
will really be able to stop using their cars, in an area where single carriageway roards are
the norm? The volume of traffic through the village where | live has increased since the
new housing estates were built on the Eccleshall Road just outside Walton, Stone and it is

apparent when there is an issue on the M6 motorway and the stream of traffic making it's
way to Junction 15 is non stop.

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply
Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply

Comments: No reply
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Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply

Comments: No reply
General Comments:

No reply
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 11 December 2022 13:40

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: lan cooper

Email: I

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): General Comments

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and

2
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Not asked
Comments: Not asked

General Comments:

No reply
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From: sonn cope

Sent: 07 December 2022 15:15
To: Strategic Planning

To whom it may concern

I am emailing to log an objection to the proposed Meecebrook housing development. This development will resultin
six thousand new homes being built in the local area, with approximately four thousand being located within
Chebsey Parish, directly affecting myself and my family.

This development will be detrimental to local wildlife, and result in the loss of a huge area of beautiful countryside,
something that can never be replaced once it’s gone. Furthermore, the development comes with increased risk of
extensive and more frequent flooding on already recognised flood risk areas. | do not believe that it is in the best
interest of the local community or the natural environment to proceed with these plans.

I would ask that you log my objection.

Many thanks,

John Cope

Sent from my Galaxy
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From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 12 December 2022 11:54

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Christopher John Copeland

Email: I
Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: IR

Added to database: |||}

Topics (Contents page): Housing Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked



Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Economy Policies
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Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and

support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and

2
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forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? Yes

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? Yes

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? Yes
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes
Comments: No reply

General Comments:

No reply
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From: Andrew Court I

Sent: 11 December 2022 22:35
To: Strategic Planning
Subject: Meecebrook - Garden Settlement

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing to object to the proposed Meecebrook Garden Village project. This is for the following reasons:

1/ Loss of prime agricultural land: The project encompasses some 974 acres. The majority of this is utilised for food
production including dairy, cereal crops, oilseeds and potatoes as well as a significant amount of energy crops. In the
current economic climate, with high food prices and concerns about the UK’s food security, | do not think it is in our
best interests to remove such productive land from farming.

Further to this, the particular soil types in the proposed development area (clay loams), are particularly well suited
to cope with the extremes of weather we have experienced in recent years. Clay has a high potential water holding
capacity when managed properly. This means that large volumes of water can be held by the soil to feed growing
crops during increasingly frequent dry spells, therefore increasing yields. Clay also has a high mineral content which
means less costly, and energy intensive fertiliser is needed during the growing season.

2/ Flooding: As | have already alluded to, Clay has the potential to retain vast amounts of water, that would
otherwise very quickly enter the local streams and rivers. By constructing such a vast development, the land would
be turned from a vast sponge into solid surface, accelerating the draining process. Such increases would result in
increasingly frequent, large-scale flooding, causing widespread misery to residents and businesses alike, and taking
even more farmland out of production.

3/ Transport: The original premise of this project was that the “village” would be serviced by an HS2 Station. It is
clear that this is no longer the case. | understand that there are proposals to reinstate the station at Norton Bridge.
However due to the recent junction alterations near this site | do not believe that this is a feasible option and
residents will be forced to use Stafford station instead. Additionally, six thousand new homes would result in at
least, ten thousand extra cars on the roads, as well as the additional service vehicles, bin lorries, delivery vans etc.
This is something the local network does not have the capacity for and would overwhelm local communities,
including Eccleshall.
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4/ Pressures on Services: The development would result in a large and sudden increase in Staffordshire’s population.
Given that the county’s hospitals are already overstretched, despite a multi-million pound development at the Royal
University Hospital of Stoke-on-Trent, over the last 2 decades, | do not believe there is enough capacity to absorb
such an increase in population, particularly taken in conjunction with the all the existing housing projects already
underway in the Staffordshire. With the collapse of Private Finance Initiatives (PFls), NHS Trusts are reliant on
money from the treasury to fund new facilities. Money that the country doesn’t have.

| understand the project includes facilities such as schools and doctor’s surgeries but these will not be delivered until
towards the conclusion of construction. What is to be done in the interim?

5/ Pressures on Utilities: The proposal would place increased demand on the local water, waste, electrical and
telecoms networks. Impacting supplies to existing customers. What plans are in place to help finance the expansion
of these networks?

6/ Environmental impact: During the railway junction alterations near by, at Norton Bridge, surveys revealed a rich
and diverse ecosystem including bats and otters in the local area. Baden Hall fisheries, part of the proposed
development is itself a wonderful habitat for local wildlife. All of this would be lost should this proposal go through,
and no post-development restoration project can truly replace existing habitats.

7/ Carbon Dioxide Emissions: Science has proved that soil is a massive carbon sponge. As well as the emissions from
the construction of the settlement and the fossil fuels used to power the traffic and homes as a result, the amount
of carbon emitted from disturbing the soil will be massive. This damage is irreversible. Is it right to solve a short-
term housing issue by fuelling global warming? Is it not better to develop brownfield sites that would not release the
same level of carbon.

8/ Jobs: The residents of this village will all require jobs. As the lack of HS2 station means that London would not be
commutable on a daily basis, it would require significant investment in the local area by big businesses. No
proposals have been submitted yet to solve this issue.

9/ Protection of other local communities: As it stands there are no protections in place to prevent the proposed
development expanding and absorbing Eccleshall, Slindon, Mill Meece, Yarnfield, Cold Meece, Norton Bridge and
Chebsey into one small city, obliterating their identity.

In conclusion | object to the proposed development because of the widespread impact on the existing local
community in terms of infrastructure, flooding, environmental impact and services.

Regards,
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Andrew Court
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From: Preferred Options Consultation_

Sent: 12 December 2022 11:30
To: Strategic Planning Consultations
Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Juliet Court

email: |

Residents and General Public

Organisation or Company: No reply

Age: -

Added to database: [JJj

Topics (Contents page): Meecebrook Garden Community
Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked
Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community
Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: | am writing to object to the proposed Meecebrook Garden Village project. This
is for the following reasons: 1/ Loss of prime agricultural land: The project encompasses
some 974 acres. The majority of this is utilised for food production including dairy, cereal
crops, oilseeds and potatoes as well as a significant amount of energy crops. In the
current economic climate, with high food prices and concerns about the UK’s food
security, | do not think it is in our best interests to remove such productive land from
farming. Further to this, the particular soil types in the proposed development area (clay
loams), are particularly well suited to cope with the extremes of weather we have
experienced in recent years. Clay has a high potential water holding capacity when
managed properly. This means that large volumes of water can be held by the soil to feed
growing crops during increasingly frequent dry spells, therefore increasing yields. Clay
also has a high mineral content which means less costly, and energy intensive fertiliser is
needed during the growing season. 2/ Flooding: As | have already alluded to, Clay has the
potential to retain vast amounts of water, that would otherwise very quickly enter the local
streams and rivers. By constructing such a vast development, the land would be turned
from a vast sponge into solid surface, accelerating the draining process. Such increases
would result in increasingly frequent, large-scale flooding, causing widespread misery to
residents and businesses alike, and taking even more farmland out of production. 3/
Transport: The original premise of this project was that the “village” would be serviced by
an HS2 Station. It is clear that this is no longer the case. | understand that there are
proposals to reinstate the station at Norton Bridge. However due to the recent junction
alterations near this site | do not believe that this is a feasible option and residents will be
forced to use Stafford station instead. Additionally, six thousand new homes would result
in at least, ten thousand extra cars on the roads, as well as the additional service vehicles,
bin lorries, delivery vans etc. This is something the local network does not have the
capacity for and would overwhelm local communities, including Eccleshall. 4/ Pressures
on Services: The development would result in a large and sudden increase in
Staffordshire’s population. Given that the county’s hospitals are already overstretched,
despite a multi-million pound development at the Royal University Hospital of Stoke-on-
Trent, over the last 2 decades, | do not believe there is enough capacity to absorb such an
increase in population, particularly taken in conjunction with the all the existing housing
projects already underway in the Staffordshire. With the collapse of Private Finance
Initiatives (PFIs), NHS Trusts are reliant on money from the treasury