WREXHAM COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL 
PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING OF 3rd FEBRIARU 2020
REPORT OF THE CHIEF OFFICER PLANNING AND REGULATORY
ADDENDUM REPORT

This report summarises information received since the Agenda was compiled including, as appropriate, suggested amendments to recommendations in the light of that information.  It also lists those people wishing to address the Committee.

Where the Council has received a request to address the Committee, the applications concerned will be considered first in the order indicated in the table below.  The remaining applications will then be considered in the order shown on the original agenda unless indicated by the Chair.
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Pages 17 – 51
GWE
P/2017/0651

Land West of Top Road, Summerhill, Wrexham

SPEAKER:
AGAINST – Andrea Evans (Local Resident)



FOR – Stuart Andrew (Rep. Applicant)

Representations

1 additional objection.  The concerns expressed are summarised below:

· No provision to afford any weight to the emerging LDP;

· The applicant is required to demonstrate the development overcomes key issues of building in a green wedge, building outside of the settlement boundary and development over 5.2ha of BMV land in the countryside.  UDP Policies EC1, EC5, SP1,SP2, H5 and DMP1(d) and EC2, EC12, EC13 apply as well as PPW10 paragraphs 3.54 and 3.55 together with paragraph 3.70.
· The proposal would destroy the settlement boundary and lead to encroachment into the countryside.  Until the green wedge boundaries that can only be taken following the LDP Examination in Public by a Planning Inspector the existing green wedge boundaries apply.  The site is not included within the LDP Green Wedge Review for change therefore the UDP policy EC1 remains relevant.  The development contravenes the policy and should be refused;

· The development is located outside the existing settlement boundaries.  It contravenes policies PS1, PS2 and EC5 and should be refused. 

· The case officer’s assertion that he has not been shown any evidence that lower quality land is available so he is going to recommend the taking of BMV land, the majority of which is Grade 2, is totally flawed in his reasoning. 
· PPW10 requires the sequential process to be followed in selection of sites both in LDPs and in the Planning Process starting with brownfield land and progressing up through lower greenfield land grades 5, 4, and 3b before reaching BMV land grades 3a, 2, and eventually 1;

· Until a LDP is adopted the existing development plan is the UDP and policy EC2 prohibits the use of BMV land unless it can be restored to its original condition;

· The reference to 14 of the sites allocated to the LDP containing some BMV land has no significance. The site specific hearings on those sites has taken place and a number were resisted on the basis they contained BMV land and other constraints;

· It is our view that a number of the sites will be deallocated. Two of the allocated sites Rossett and Gatewen are the subject of appeals by the developers. On both occasions the Committee went against the advice of the Case Officer and refused the development. In the case of Rossett one of the grounds of refusal was under EC2 and in the LPA’s defence to the Appeal the LPA are seeking a rejection of the Appeal on the basis of EC2. 
· BMV land can only be developed if there is an overriding need for the development. The Community Council has indicated they have no need of this development and the LPA case has not been made.  The Developer has not shown that there is no other lower grade or brownfield sites in the County Borough, or where there is a need, which could accommodate housing and the Case Officer seeks to ignore this fact.
· There is an overall objection to the taking of any BMV land in the LDP as no evidence has been shown to demonstrate the sequential tests under PPW 3.54 and 3.55 have been undertaken;

· The proposal contravenes WCBC Policy H5.  

· With the lack of health services unable to cope with additional development pressures the proposal contravenes UDP GDP2 and PPW10 Paragraph 3.57 Supporting Infrastructure. 
· The Highways Officer has drawn attention to the inadequacies of the footway width. The suggested footways contravene the Manual for Streets which is the Highway Standard adopted by WCBC and therefore warrants refusal under Policy GDP1(d) and PPW10 Paragraph 3.57. 
· We once again see a Planning Case Officer seeking to ignore the advice of your Highways Officer and try to impose his own views.  
· As a satisfactory FCA has not accompanied the application and there is no certainty that run-off will not occur elsewhere adjoining the lower levels of the site the application should be refused under UDP Policy EC12 and EC13;
· The statement that WCBC has no landbank is contradicted by the report submitted by the Chief Planning Officer to the LDP EiP Ref BP08b Dated August 2019, it stated that they have a 5 year landbank in prospect amounting to some 3471 properties.  It is contended that the Committee Report sets out to deliberately mislead the members on this topic;

· Recently the Welsh Government have concluded their consultations on the total revocation of Tan 1 and the revised Housing Monitoring Trajectories are proposed for the Spring 2020 to include Housing performance reporting to WG in the LPA Annual Monitoring Requirements and therefore the relevance of JHLAS zero land bank should not be considered as special circumstances. 
· At the LDP Matter 3 hearings the number of houses within the plan still has to be justified and paper M3.804 from an Objector demonstrates the plan is totally over optimistic as the anticipated population growth has not materialised over the last 5 years making a total of 6000 properties more realistic.  This paper was entered into evidence by an Objector and was unopposed by the Councils Expert Consultant.
· The reference to the recent decisions on Tan-y-Bont Rhosrobin (P/2016/0189) and Woodlands Farm Dodd’s Lane Gwersyllt (P/2018/0997) is misleading, both of these decisions turn on the special facts of the case and that is clearly stated by the Inspector. In the Tan-y-Bont case the Minister went on to say that this site was determined on its own merits as the site was surrounded on 3 sides by housing and the railway on the 4th side. It was also pleaded by the LPA at that time that they only had a land bank of 1.4 years, this is not now the case as the LPA clearly reported to the LDP EiP in September 2019 that they have over 5 year land bank equating to some 3471 houses;
· Two more recent Appeal decisions on Gamford Lane Rossett (P/2019/0246) and Woodlands Farm Dodd's Lane Rhosrobin show that in each case no weight can be attributed to the LDP under examination as its soundness is unproven.
· In reaching his decision in the Woodlands Farm appeal the Inspector gave special consideration of the fact that the development was 100% affordable homes, however this claim cannot be made for this development.

In addition to the above, 4 further objections expressing the following concerns:

· Site is in a green belt;

· Road infrastructure unsuitable;

· Capacity of doctors and schools;

· Congestion at Mold Road roundabout;

· Lack of footpaths;

· Drainage;

· Capacity local infrastructure

· Detrimental impact upon Moss Valley.

Observations

The objector has referred to policy EC5.  Policy EC5 is only application to sites within a Special Landscape Area.  The site does not fall within a Special Landscape Area therefore the policy is not applicable.   

The majority of the other matters are dealt with in my main report.  In respect of need/5 year housing land supply Members are reminded that no changes to TAN1 or PPW10 are yet in place, however the Welsh Government has consulted on revoking TAN1 and introducing a requirement to monitor housing land supply based upon an LDP housing trajectory.  

The table below sets out the number of dwellings completed between 2013-2019, the existing committed supply, the housing need identified in the LDP and the housing net housing need.  This clearly demonstrates that there is an outstanding need for additional land to be brought forward for development.  

Completions 2013-2019 and remaining requirement

	Year
	Completions

	2013-2014
	215

	2014-2015
	235

	2015-2016
	199

	2016-2017
	328

	2017-2018
	222

	2018-2019
	362

	Total
	1,503

	Existing committed supply
	1,989

	LDP identified need
	7,750

	Need,  less completions and committed supply
	4,258


Recommendation

Unchanged

Pages 91 – 95
BRO
P/2019/0872

13 Moss Hill, Moss, Wrexham
SPEAKER:
FOR – Mr Carl Hughes (Agent)

Pages 97 – 101
LLGC
P/2019/0895

Pistyll y Garth, Garth, Glyn Ceiriog

SPEAKER:
FOR – Mr C Bexhell (Applicant)

Pages 113 – 119
WRC
P/2019/0953

2 Oxford Street, Wrexham

SPEAKER:
AGAINST – Mr David Emmonds (Neighbour)



FOR – Mr Matthew Brownrigg (Rep. Agent)

Representations

1 objection received expressing the following concerns:
· The construction of parking access at the site of the property only provides parking for one vehicle;

· This will not address the problem of parking congestion on Oxford Street.

Observations

Parking is discussed in my main report.

Recommendation

Unchanged.  

____________________________________________________________________

ALL OTHER APPLICATIONS WILL BE SHOWN IN THE ORIGINAL ORDER OF

THE AGENDA

Pages 73 – 77
COE
P/2019/0807

Co-operative Group, Premier Garage, High Street, Coedpoeth, Wrexham

Consultations

Highways:  Following revised consultation, do not intend to make any further recommendations on highway grounds

Recommendation

Unchanged
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