Planning Appeal   Ref/2022/0869    Land east of Cadney Lane, Bettisfield SY13 2LW
Response by Tim & Jane Hough, The Hawthorns, Cadney Lane, Bettisfield. SY13 2LW

Dear Mr Fitzsimon
Further to you letter dated 02.09.23   ref as above,  Please see as below:

1. Flood Risk & Drainge 

Flooding
As stated in section E flooding is not an issue, yet as per the original application, at least part of the site is at risk of flooding, in particular the road where the new access is proposed, the stream in the opposite side of the road and the SW corner of the site itself. On the local flood risk, map these areas are all designated as purple ‘high/medium’  flood zone.

Drainage 
The drainage report is somewhat confusing as the 1st drawing shows Biodisc treatment plant with an outfall into a stream that is prone to flooding and potentially has no maintenance regime. The treatment tank’s location could cause noise and odour issues.
The report then shows separate scheme to the rear NE section of the site. The Outfall drainage appears to be to be less than 40m from the brook (noted above) 

2. Not part of an agricultural holding.  Section K. States the land is the parcel of land is an integral section of a significantly larger field (approx. 80acres) In the past year the entire field has been used intensively for a Livestock feed crop, Sheep over-winter sheep grazing and then Maize during the summer. The Field forms part of the agricultural holding by the applicant, Mr Richard Hall. Presumably the Agricultural Holding declaration document was filed correctly during the planning application process.

Agricultural holding DEFINITION
For the purposes of the agricultural census, an agricultural holding is defined as a production unit fulfilling the following three criteria : it produces agricultural products ;
its day-to-day management is independent ; it is above a certain threshold in terms of surface area, production or number of animals. 
This threshold has been defined as follows : a utilised agricultural area at least equal to one hectare 
or an area of specialised crops at least equal to 20 acres ; or sufficient agricultural production activity, estimated in terms of livestock, cultivated area or production volume.


3. Planning Statement
             This document contains several inaccurate and misleading statements which misrepresent the facts
             as follows;

a. The land fronts a main/principal highway – The road is not the principal road within the village but is an unclassified narrow country lane and is a no through road/cul-de-sac. It has no public streetlighting whatsoever nor does any other road in the village. These are also no paved or designated pavements whatsoever on Cadney Lane, so pedestrians have to walk on the roadway which is a particular hazard during the hours of darkness and or poor weather. There are also very few paved pavements in the village.  

b. The land is opposite similar developments and the application will ‘mirror’ existing development. The land is opposite a several individual detached private dwellings, a paddock, as small cul-de-sac of 4/5 houses built approx. 25 years ago and a Victorian chapel. There is no similar development.

4.  The development should ….be integrated with existing transport network to help reduce need    to travel and encourage alternatives to the car. 
·  Residents of Bettisfield are 100% reliant on cars as there is only one bus service per week to and from Wrexham on Fridays. Leaving at 10.00 and arriving back at 14.07 The attached doc is the current one on the Wrexham website which states that the service runs on Mondays but it dated 2016. 
· The village railway station closed in 1961 Following the Beeching report. The nearest station is in Wem some 5 miles away.
· The Shropshire Union Canal does run through the centre of the village however there are not passenger or transport services provided only leisure craft.
· The roads in and through the village are B roads or unclassified and are all in a general poor state of repair. There are no paved footways in most of the village and none at ll on Cadney Lane ony grass verges.
· There is no streeting in the village and so the roads can be dangerous in the during the house of darkness with pedestrian on the road.

5.  The proposal does not fit the recognised definition of ‘infill’ but continues to suggest the proposal is ‘infill’.

1. The proposal  is not infill but a significant field frontage d several hundred metres in length similar to other fields and paddocks facing onto Cadney Lane. 
2. It is agreed with the Councils assessment that this is not a limited form of “infilling” in the generally accepted form for such development. Nonetheless the site is set between two visually firm, established development points of frontage housing development. These provide a clear focus for defining and limiting the development. It is therefore properly represented as ‘infilling’ development.

6.  Wrexham Unitary Development Plan
The land in question is OUTSIDE the designated development area and Bettisfield is classified as a ‘Teir 5’ Hamlet which is unsuitable for further development for reasons well known to the Council.

Assessment of Access and Inclusive Design against Planning Policies
Locational Criteria
One of the key requirements of inclusive design is the need to ensure that development is
accessible to all users. This relates not only to its detailed design but also to its locational
characteristics. In this case the site is accessible to all and is sited within an area where its
occupiers would not have to rely solely either on the private car or on public transport. All users
of the development would have equal and convenient access to the development itself and also
to the local community and service facilities as those facilities are accessible by a range or means
of transport.

7.   Local planning authorities should adopt a constructive approach towards agricultural
development proposals, especially those which are designed to meet the needs of changing
farming practices or are necessary to achieve compliance with new environmental, hygiene or
welfare legislation.”

Surely the intention of this policy is to develop existing farm building into accommodation Residential and holiday, offices, farm shops etc, and not just building new homes on farmland.

8.  Importantly the proposed development adopts the settlements essential linear
pattern and character of development at this point closely adhering to the
established village layout and preserving the landscape harmony. The site is central
to the village set adjacent the main highway and mirroring existing development on
the opposite side of this principal highway.


2013-2028 Where small sites are located in existing settlement limits, no action needs to be taken, as these sites can come forward for development at any time provided any site specific constraint issues can be overcome and the scheme complies with the relevant development management considerations. Similarly, the sites on brownfield land in the open countryside could come forward at any time under the same proviso as those within settlement. Only those sites where the constraints can not be over come or those on Greenfield land in the open countryside which are not proposed as rural enterprise dwellings are likely to be
unsuitable for development and have been discounted. As part of the Plan preparation settlement limits have also been reviewed and in some cases the amendment of the settlement boundary can provide
opportunity for additional small sites to come forward over the lifetime of the Plan.

The development includes shows the rear of the houses facing onto Cadney Lane and not the front. The rear of houses defies the orientation of all other dwellings the village where these face the road. The orientation of the houses will be a significant departure from the street scene with the potential for conservatories, extensions, garden buildings and play equipment being visible for the road.

The sole purpose of creating the new access road being set back appears is to accommodate the additional 2 plots being located on the land where if on the normal road frontage would reduce this to 7 plots.

9. Are the houses sizes and tenure in line with council policy, as there is no social housing provision?

10.  Renewables – none of the main roof of the proposed dwellings are facing south to maximise the use of PV solar.

11. The road access has poor visibility displays. 

12.  The proposed dwellings in terms of height and mass will be consistent with the existing surrounding buildings. The combination of sympathetic building height, mass and good separation together with good landscaping ensure a unneighbourly development.
            10 – 16m Length
            8- 12m Width
            6.5- 9m Ridge Height

The development directly next to a line 3 bungalows to the south- western end of the site





Given the above facts, we support Wrexham County Borough Councils rejection of the planning application and ask that the Appeal be rejected.

Regards,

Tim & Jane Hough
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