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Bob Dewey    
PLANNING                 
GROUNDS OF APPEAL

PROPOSED ERECTION OF DWELLING 
CEFN MAWR WREXHAM, FLINTSHIRE


Proposal:  The proposal is to construct a single dwelling at rear of 5 Bank Cottage accessed off Waterloo Place, Cefn Mawr, Wrexham.


Reasons for refusal:

The application was submitted on 2 August 2017 and was refused on 2 October

The Council says:
1. To allow the development would increase the number of vehicles using Waterloo Place which is restricted in terms of its width. It is considered that this would cause a detriment to the safety of motorists and pedestrians and would not accord wit policies PS2 and GDP1 on the Wrexham Unitary Development Plan.
2. The proposal, by reason of its design and position would result in a loss of privacy for the existing neighbouring occupier of the proposed welling. To allow the dwelling would be contrary to policies GDP1 of the Wrexham Unitary Development Plan and Local Planning Guidance note 21 – Space about Dwellings

Planning Policy:
The development plan is the Wrexham Unitary Development Plan adopted in 2005. The Council says that the following polices apply:

Policy PS2 Development must not materially detrimentally affect countryside, landscape/townscape character, open space or quality of the natural environment.
Policy GDP1 All development should:
a) Ensure that built development in its scale, design and layout and in its use of materials and landscaping accords with the character of the site and makes appositive contribution to the appearance of the nearby locality.
b) take account of personal and community safety and security in the design and layout of development and public/private spaces
d) ensure safe and convenient pedestrian and vehicular access to and from 
     development sites both on site an in the nearby locality.

(we assume that those are the relevant sub paragraphs but the Council did not actually specify them)




SUPPORTING INFORMATION:

Reason 1 (access)

 It is noted that the Highway Authority recommended refusal for the single reason that:

“The proposal results in the loss of parking provision at the existing dwelling” 
(Internal memo dated 22 August.).

Whilst it is noted that their comments discuss the issue of width of roadway and the possibility that increased traffic would add to dangers for pedestrians and road users only that was not recommended as a reason for refusal.

It is understood that Institute of Highways and Transportation have suggested that for a development to be considered likely to make a significant increase in traffic a figure of 10% should be used. In this case, the highway officer noted that there were 5 dwellings served off Waterloo Place and a number of parking areas also. It is our understanding that this is an underestimate and that in addition there is a large car park with 28 spaces. It is understood that the George Edwards Hall was recently permitted to open as a museum and the publicity leaflet announces that  there is “ample parking space”.

Accordingly, the increase in traffic as a result of a single additional dwelling would be way below that which is nationally would be recognised as significant.  In the absence of an objection from the Council’s highway advisor, this reason should be discounted.

If the objection had been brought to the attention of the appellant before the decision was taken, alterative arrangements could have been considered. It is noted that the Highway Officer’s comments were available some 6 weeks prior to the refusal decision being made. 

A space could have been provided parallel to the road in front of the proposed dwelling. With a minor repositioning of the dwelling by less than one metre two spaces can be provided. Since the parking standards are maxima and this site is within the dense urban area with good public transport and employment facilities that should have been considered as sufficient.

Reason 2 (loss of privacy)

The area is a congested urban area with many properties in close proximity to one another. Whilst the Council’s adopted standards for space about dwellings are generally applicable, it should be recognised that nationally adopted standards whilst desirable may not be necessarily appropriate in historic town centre areas. 

The Council’s own appraisal of the area specifically refers to the detriment caused by “gap sites”. This proposal will help to consolidate the character of the area.

However, it is not clearly understood what the specific point of objection is and it is disappointing that the appellant was not offered the opportunity of a detailed explanation. Given an opportunity to re-assess this, it is quite likely that amendments would have been made to try and overcome the objection.

If the issue relates to window-to-window distances, it is suggested that the oblique angle between the existing and proposed would make any loss of privacy absolutely minimal.

If the issue relates to private open space, it should be recognised that similar arrangements have been accepted elsewhere along Waterloo Place and that because of the topography, it is difficult to envisage something entirely private. In practice, the open space area shown on the plan was intended to be divided up between the existing and the proposed dwellings. 

CONCLUSION

The development provides an opportunity to consolidate and enhance the character and appearance of the area. It will bring in additional residents to strengthen the community and encourage the redevelopment of vacant sites in the area. An additional dwelling will - albeit in a small way - help to reduce the housing deficit in the area.  

Given the location in the heart of the village. the increase in traffic would be insignificant. 

The construction using materials entirely appropriate to the conservation area would be a positive feature.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Any minor concerns about harm to residential amenity can easily be dealt with minor alterations to the plans which can be controlled by the imposition of a condition specifying the requirements.



Robert A Dewey BA(hons) MBA MRTPI
Bobdeweyplanning

March 15th 2018.
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