P/2008/0993 YELLOW SHEET COMMENTS
Policy CS

This application is on a site outside of the settlement limit but earmarked for a large scale single user by policy E3, the other main policy consideration is EC6. 

E3 requires a major single user development in excess of 30 hectares and this development cannot be accommodated on allocated employment land elsewhere.

This development has a footprint of approximately 15.44 ha in a site of 39 ha, while this is well below the 30 ha requirement there are considerable environmental constraints to developing this site. The extensive presence of GCN that require mitigation combined with some landscape features that are desirable to retain means the amount of developable land is much reduced. I am satisfied that it would not be realistic to insist on the full 30 ha provided the development is of a significant scale. For similar reasons there are no policy objections to splitting development into two units.

There is a strong case to support the argument that a single user for the site has been very hard to locate and may indeed not be found. However this alone is not justification for dismissing the single user aspect of the policy, it may indeed be justification for removing the allocation from the next LDP. Justification for splitting the site would need to convincingly make a case that there are no other allocated deliverable sites. The dismissal of Ruabon Business Park and the Firestone Stone are very weak. The current proposals for the Ruabon site are far from approved and even if they were to be approved this proposal may still be compatible with the proposed use and the plans for the remaining undeveloped portion of the permission. The dismissal of the Firestone site does not hold any water at all, a ‘live’ proposal would surely take precedence over any speculative proposals that may be under consideration. 

In the absence of evidence that demonstrates that there is a shortage of sites of the size to meet the applicants needs then this proposal would not conform with E3 and should be refused. Should the applicant demonstrate that there are no suitable sites available there would be mitigating circumstances to justify a dual user on the site.

Ecology: ZL

Policy: EC6; UK BAP/ LBAP

Legislation: European and statutory

Background document: Wrexham Industrial Estate AND Nature Conservation Draft SPG

The Council has a sequential approach to protecting and enhancing ecology on the Estate which follows advice set out in ‘Planning for Biodiversity Good Practice Guide’ (RTPI 1999) and ‘Biodiversity by Design: a guide for sustainable communities’ (TCPA, 2004), namely:

1. On-site protection of existing habitats/development areas. 

2. On-site mitigation/compensation where damage to a habitat is unavoidable. 

3. Off-site compensation as a last resort where on-site compensation is not appropriate and reciting would enhance the ecology of the area”.

The proposed development does not offer on site protection of existing habitats as a consequence of development, one breeding pond will be lost. A further consequence is the loss of other pond clusters which, offer valuable habitat and provide important stepping stones to other habitat for species like Great crested newt and macro flying invertebrates like dragonflies during the various phases of their life-cycle. The ponds and grassland also provides a valuable resource for mammals for the purpose of breeding, feeding and shelter.

Loss of ponds will not be supported on the industrial estate (unless it is unavoidable) as these natural ponds have taken many years to establish to create the exact conditions required for amphibians and aquatic invertebrates to flourish. The loss of ponds in characteristic open countryside within the green barrier must not be supported. These cannot simply be replaced overnight through pond creation. Presently, these ponds are located in open countryside outside of the settlement limit for industrial usage and are self-sustaining.

The threats of this development will include the danger of incidental death/injury of animals, the long term loss of terrestrial and aquatic habitat (as well as good Great crested Newt breeding pond/ s), the future usage of the site will bring continued impacts to the animals involved and will have most definite impacts on their favourable conservation status. Bats will also be affected by the loss of these ponds where they were recorded during the surveys, whilst feeding, also there will be a loss of migration routes and roosting sites with the loss of hedgerows and mature trees. Badger routes and habitat will no doubt also be impacted upon.

Threats of approving this development outside of Wrexham Industrial Estate will result in fragmentation of the landscape, loss of habitat corridors, resulting in isolation of wildlife communities, coupled with the loss of both terrestrial and aquatic habitat could result in the decline or even extinction of animal communities.

It is without hesitation and for the above reasons I recommend refusal on this application.

Landscape RS

I recommend refusal

Policies PS1 and PS2 fundamentally support the protection of the character and quality of the open countryside and seek to direct development to sustainable locations.

UDP Policy EC3 at a more site specific level, only supports a large single user development within the site where it requires over 30 hectares.  Otherwise development of the site, exceptionally within the open countryside, which would bring about a detrimental impact upon landscape, would not be supported.

With regard to the landscape character and context of the site I consider the character and features of the northern part of the site are particularly worthy of conserving (see my landscape and visual appraisal below) and this area should not be developed, on landscape grounds.  The landscape of the southern portion of the site is however less sensitive to development, where the proposed change would have a better visual and physical relationship to the existing Wrexham Industrial Estate (WIE), and would require little additional planting and mitigation to integrate it well within the rural landscape to the east.

In summary, the development proposal fails to accord with EC3, which provides the basis for permitting development exceptionally within the open countryside and the development proposal would detrimentally effect countryside of landscape value, contrary to PS2.

Landscape and visual appraisal of the site

1. Northern part of the site (north of the prominent linear woodland belt)

This part of the site is separated from the WIE by Bryn Lane and a line of residential houses which line a broad bend in the road.  The buildings of Kelloggs are prominent, but the rural setting dominates views within a 275 degree arc.  This area of the site therefore has more in common with the wider landscape than the WIE.

This area has common character, qualities and connection with the wider agricultural landscape. The principal landscape features of hedgerows and trees are well managed and form an intact and visibly distinctive landscape framework.  I therefore consider this area to be of good landscape quality.

The openness and good, long, ranging views over this portion of the site, indicate the landscape has a very high sensitivity to change from development.  Development would have a significant detrimental impact upon landscape character which cannot be mitigated.

In summary, this part of the site is of good landscape quality, and is very sensitive to change from development.  The development proposal would have a detrimental impact upon this area of landscape contrary to PS2.

2. The southern part of the site 

This area of the site is visually enclosed to the north by the linear woodland belt and industrial and warehouse development to the west and south.  The western area of the site includes previously developed land with hard standings and a grassed earth bank parallel to Bryn Lane which limits views into the site.  Further eastwards, the site becomes more rural with pasture fields, hedgerows and reduced influence of WIE.  A redundant lane passes through the site near the Bryn lane boundary, lined by hedgerows and mature trees. These would be removed by the development.  Bryn lane is lined by a hedgerow and occasional groups of mature trees. 

The enclosure of the site; relationship with Bryn Lane and the visual influence of WIE development; and partly developed site, indicates this area has a medium to low sensitivity to development.  Development could be accommodated with little or no detrimental impact upon landscape character.  The loss of trees along the redundant lane would however represent an adverse impact upon a local landscape feature, which could be mitigated for by replacement planting.

In summary, this area of ordinary to poor landscape quality, and has low sensitivity to change from development.  Loss of landscape features could be mitigated for.

Trees MS

A significant number of trees, predominantly oaks would have to be removed. However most of the trees proposed to be removed are within the centre of the site, thus have a lesser visual amenity than the trees nearer the boundaries with the adjacent roads. There would have to be extensive mitigation planting to ameliorate for the loss of trees. The woodland belt and several individual trees are protected by TPO and these are shown as being retained. Group 14, as shown on the submitted Tree Protection Plan, has several notable veteran oaks growing immediately adjacent to the field edge. In appendix one of the submitted Arboricultural Implication Assessment it is stated that the radius of the Root protection Area (RPA) will extend to the edge of the canopy. This is not acceptable, as some of these very large oaks roots will extend much further into the adjacent field. I will expect the major trees on the field edge of this group to be resurveyed in order to ascertain the RPAs for the edge oaks. This will then determine the location of the Tree protection fencing for this group. 

To summarise, I have no objections to this outline application, as long as a tree retention condition (D19C) is used and that details regarding Group 14 RPAs is submitted at the reserved matters stage.

Policy Additional Comments - the fundamental issue remains that this is a single user site, the lack of a single user for the site is no justification for two users, as stated above it is justification for removing the exception policy. On the issue of a shortage of sites big enough to accommodate the two proposed users then there are still unresolved issues. First there is a large site capable of accepting a large user within the industrial estate, the arguments put forward that the Firestone site is earmarked for long term development and is not available to a business ready to develop the site now, especially in the current environment is weak. Furthermore there are additional sites on Llay industrial estate allocations 25, 26 and 31 that are available now. Nothing has pursuaded me that the proposal complies with E3 nor that there are other material considerations to warrant overriding E3.
