P/2022/0178  Delegated Report 
	CONSULTATION

RESPONSES
	Supports
	Objects
	No objection or no comments 
	Comments
	No reply 

	Community Council
	
	x
	
	x
	

	Local member(s) 
	
	
	
	
	x

	Highways
	
	x
	
	x
	

	Public Protection
	
	x
	
	x
	

	Natural Resources Wales
	
	
	x
	
	

	Welsh Water
	
	
	x
	
	

	Other  
	
	
	
	
	na

	Neighbours 
	1
	7
	
	
	


	RELEVANT HISTORY

	None relevant


	PLANNING POLICY/CONSTRAINTS
	YES
	ACCEPTABLE
	NOT ACCEPTABLE

	Outside settlement
	
	
	

	Inside settlement
	x
	
	x

	Conservation Area
	
	
	

	Listed Building/ setting
	
	
	

	Green Barrier
	
	
	

	Special Landscape Area
	
	
	

	Flood Risk
	
	
	

	Within Buffer Zone or affecting SAC*
	
	
	

	World Heritage Site
	
	
	

	AONB
	
	
	

	Phosphates
	x
	x
	


	LOCAL PLANNING GUIDANCE
	ACCEPTABLE
	NOT ACCEPTABLE

	16
	
	x

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	KEY ISSUES
	Acceptable
	Not Acceptable
	Observations below           
	N/A

	Residential Amenity
	
	x
	x
	

	Design
	                   
	x
	   x     
	

	Highway safety
	
	x
	x
	

	Parking
	
	x
	x
	

	Conservation/LB
	
	
	
	x

	Ecology
	
	
	
	x

	Trees
	
	
	
	x

	Other
	
	
	
	x


OBSERVATIONS: 

Community Council
Whilst it is accepted that the extension is already built and in use, it is the firm belief of Llay CC that because of this, and its’ association with the garage, there has been a dangerous lack of parking in the area. This has resulted in parking in the vicinity being considered dangerous and in contravention of accepted Highway Safety practices. Large vehicles make vehicle and pedestrian access in the area a lottery. Had the extension of the workshop been applied for in the normal way, these objections could have been considered as part of the normal process.

Consultation response - EHO
EHO is unable to provide a full considered response without an assessment

of the actual and potential noise impact on the community. As well as defining the

noise levels of the existing activities the report should consider impacts from the

applied for extension and if applicable, suggest attenuation methods to prevent any

detrimental impact on neighbouring residential properties.

Evidence suggests that existing activities are causing a noise nuisance, which has

resulted in an abatement notice being served.

Consultation Response - Highways
Access

The development site is situated on a narrow unclassified highway subject to a 30 mph speed limit, the vehicular speed is considered to be no more than 20 mph due to the geometry of the road.  Manual for Streets recommend the provision of visibility splays measuring 2.0 x 25m in both directions to the nearside edge of the highway. The visibility measured is inadequate in the SE direction measured at 2.4m x 9.8m to the nearside edge of the carriageway, visibility is impeded by the boundary of the neighbouring property. Visibility measured in the NE direction is 2.4m x 11.6m and is impeded by the metal palisade security fence.

Parking & Turning Provision

Parking and turning provision would not appear to be achievable within the curtilage of the

development site. An area suitable for HGVs to load/unload and turn within the site will normally be required for B2 and B8 uses, particularly for sites accessed from a classified road. The location is a busy residential area we have concerns that the development will increase the on street parking.

It may be considered that the lack of parking provision at the site will result in indiscriminate parking / waiting in this location which would be incompatible with through traffic interests and a potential source of danger to road users and pedestrians. The proposed development will result in an increase in vehicle movements through this existing sub-standard access, we would not be able to support such a proposal on highway grounds.
Conclusion

We would therefore recommend that the application be REFUSED for the following reason:

There is restricted visibility using a sub-standard existing access, increase in traffic

movement would increase the likelihood of danger to road users.
Main considerations
The change of use has already taken place and the erection of a new building partially completed.  The application is therefore in part retrospect.

The vehicular access is substandard such that increased use cannot be supported.  Further, the lack of proper turning facilities within the site means that vehicles will have to reverse in, or out, of the site which is to the detriment of highway safety.

There is insufficient parking within the site which will place reliance on on-street parking, where there is already a shortage for local residents.  To allow the development would compound existing problems with indiscriminate parking on the highway.  Evidence of this has already been provided and the proposal is contrary to UDP policies T8 and GDP1 d).
In light of the comments from the EHO, it is clear that the proposed use has a detrimental impact upon local residential amenity, contrary to UDP policy GDP1 f) and the developed does not accord with the character of the site contrary to GDP1a).  

A noise abatement notice has been served, and it is my understanding that the use has now ceased to operate.  I have contacted the applicant to request that the application be withdrawn, but have received no response.

Conclusion
The proposed development does not accord with local planning policy and guidance, as set out above.

	RECOMMENDATION 

	GRANT
	

	REFUSE
	x

	S106
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