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Bob Dewey    
PLANNING                 
GROUNDS OF APPEAL
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CONDITION 1
Planning ref: P/2016/0783 (as amended by appeal decision).
86 ERDDIG ROAD, WREXHAM

Background:  

This statement is intended to explain why an appeal against the decision of Wrexham County Borough Council should succeed.  The decision was to refuse permission to amend condition number 1 on a planning permission ref P/2062/0783. The refusal was dated 2nd September 2019

Planning History

The original grant by the Council was dated  22nd June 2012 and was for a change of use of use from single residential to House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) in retrospect. 

This was later amended by planning permission P/2016/0783 which sought to reword conditions of that approval which limited occupancy to   

1. The property subject to this permission shall be occupied by a maximum of 8 students at any one time.
2. The property subject to this permission shall be occupied by students only

The reason for both conditions was given as:
In the interests of highway safety due to the lack of on-street and off-street parking provision.

That application had been reported to the Council’s Planning Committee on 30th April 2012 with a recommendation to approve subject to a single slightly differently worded condition:

1. The property subject to this permission shall be occupied by a maximum of 8 tenants at any one time.
    The reason proposed to be given was the same as for the two disputed conditions.

Despite that recommendation, it was refused for the following reason:-
1. To allow relaxation and deletion of the previously approved conditions
would be likely to increase the demand for parking in the vicinity of the
property and nearby side streets and result in increased congestion and
highway danger to pedestrians and vehicle users. The proposals as such
would be contrary to policy GDP1 (d) and Local Planning Guidance Note 16
Parking Standards.

That permission was granted on appeal and the disputed conditions were replaced by a single condition which permitted occupation by “8 residents”. (Appeal ref: APP/H6955/17/3166742).


The application the subject of this appeal was submitted to the Council on 25th February 2019 and was eventually reported to the Council’s Planning Committee on 2nd September. No reason was given for the long delay.

The officer recommended that he was “…  satisfied that the requirements of LPG5 are met….”

Nevertheless, the Committee refused the application for the following reason:
“1. The development will give rise to an increase in demand for on-street parking in the vicinity of the site, exacerbating existing parking problems to the detriment of highway safety and residential amenity. The proposals therefore conflict with policy GDP1 (d) and (f) and policy T8 of the Wrexham Unitary Development Plan.”

The site:

The site is located within an area almost entirely residential in character and with very few properties having their own off street parking facilities. 

It is located about 0.5 km south of the town centre of Wrexham and thus is within easy walking distance. It is about 100 metres east of Ruabon Road and the area is served by many regular bus services. It is a short walk, with part being through the park, leading to the railway station.

The streets are of restricted widths but traffic flows are, for the most part, limited to access to properties.  Comments have been made about traffic associated with local schools. If this is a significant problem, the Council could use highway orders (eg residents only) to minimise this. Of course, by its very nature, such traffic would be limited to a short period in the day. Although most of the streets are through roads, they are not generally used as distributor roads. 

The previous appeal inspector concurred with the appellant’s views and he confirmed:

. The site is located on the corner of Bath Road and Erddig Road. These roads and those in the wider area are unrestricted by parking or transport orders. The location of the site is some 450m from the town centre shops. The site is located in a highly sustainable location in terms of access to employment, transport hubs, health and community facilities and shopping areas.


Planning Policy

The Council’s planning policies are set out in the adopted Unitary Development Plan. Policy GDP1 requires that “all new development should .. (be).. located where it has convenient access to public transport facilites.. wherever possible.” Policy T8 requires that “development granted permisison will be required to provide vehicle parking spaces either on site or nearby in accordance with the Council’s current parking standards…”

Local Planning Guidance Note 16 on “parking standards” was amended inJuly 2018.
It sets out “  maximum standards..”.  For a 7 bedroom HMO the standard is “4 car spaces for the first 6 bedrooms and 1 car space per 2 bedrooms thereafter.”

This approach of setting maxima accords with unequivocal advice from Welsh Government (PPW 10) 
.

WG says:

4.1.51 A design-led approach to the provision of car parking should be taken, which ensures an appropriate level of car parking is integrated in a way which does not dominate the development. Parking provision should be informed by the local context, including public transport accessibility, urban design principles and the objective of reducing reliance on the private car and supporting a modal shift to walking, cycling and public transport. Planning authorities must support schemes which keep parking levels down,

ASSESSMENT

The Council reveiwed and amended its parking standards for HMOs in 2018.  That process was informed by a survey  by the council officers. This recognised that responses had been received from approximately one third of HMOs in the County Borough. The survey conclusions were reported the Planning Committee considering the appeal proposal. 

The survey found that: 
49% of the HMOs in the survey had no demand for parking: 
35% of the HMOs in the survey required parking 1 vehicle 
8.4% of the HMOs in the survey require parking for 2 vehicles
3.6% of the HMOs in the survey required parking for 3 vehicles 
2.4% of the HMOs in the survey required parking for 4 vehicles 
1.4% of the HMOs in the survey required parking for 5 vehicles 

Based on the above survey there are on average 0.8 cars per HMO in Wrexham and that over 98% of units operate with 4 or less vehicles.


The Committee was told that the 2011 census results show
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The above demonstrates that very few households living in rental accommodation in Wrexham have more than 2 vehicles, with a significant proportion of households in rental accommodation not having access to a vehicle or only  1 vehicle per household. The average number of cars per households in rental accommodation in Wrexham ranges from 0.5 per for properties with 1 room to 1.5 per dwelling for properties with 8 or more rooms, with an overall average being 0.8 cars.

The 2011 census data for the Offa ward for all accommodation types also demonstrates that very few households have more than 2 vehicles:

The appellant carried out his own survey in 2016 and this was consdered by the previous appeal insector and by the inspector in case ref; Appeal Ref: APP/H6955/A/19/3220410


Survey undertaken by appellant autumn 2016. 
	
	
	
	

	Licenced HMO's in Wrexham
	318

	HMO's out of town
	
	33

	HMO's in town
	
	285

	QTY in town HMO's car parking info gathered
	92

	
	
	
	32%

	
	
	
	

	Bedrooms
	
	
	516

	
	
	
	

	Student Houses
	
	
	47

	No of Students
	
	
	246

	Cars
	
	
	29

	Car Ownership %
	
	12%

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Non Student Houses
	
	
	45

	Tenants
	
	
	270

	Cars
	
	
	27

	Car Ownership %
	
	10%



In both appeal cases, the inspector appers to have attached weight to both these surveys.

In this case, the property was orignally occupied as a 5 bedroom dwelling. The adopted parking standard would have been 4 spaces. None were provided or available. The 2004 standard was 1 parking space per 2 bedspaces – ie 4 spaces.  On that basis it appears to have been accepted that there was no change in the parking requirement.

No evidence has been provided why it was thought necessary to increase the requirement for HMOs in 2018.  Neither the Council’s survey nor  that of the appellant nor the 2011 census provides any help. Based upon the Council’s new standard as an 8 bed HMO, it would have been 4 spaces for 6 rooms + 1 for the next 2 rooms – i.e. 5 spaces.

It is unclear how this increase was justified when the survey carried out as part of the LPG revision revealed that over 98% of those properties surveyed had a requirement for 4 or less cars. Also it was noted that the average number of spaces was 0.8 spaces per HMO.

It should also be noted that the standard has moved from “bedspaces” to “bedrooms”

So on that basis a reduction from 8 bedrooms to 7 bedrooms does not increase the parking requirment.  If anything it could be seen as a slight reduction.

The Council report to committee says:
“…the parking requirement is identical.
Whilst it is accepted the property has no off-street parking spaces it is not
unusual in the area”. 

The appellant fully agrees and invites the inspector to do the same.

Reason for refusal:

The Council says that “ …the development will give rise to an increase in demand for parking..”

The appellant has not been shown any evidence to support this allegation.

The Council says that it will “ …exacerbate existing parking problems..”. 

If there are problems, a refusal of this application will not resolve those problems. The surveys suggest that the car ownerhsip in HMOs is much less than for family dwellings and if so, the net result would be an improvement in the situation not a worsening. 

Other Comments:

The apppellant has always tried to engage with the local community and remains anxious to be a good and responsible landlord willing to respond to any problems that may arise, His contact details and telephone number have been in the possession of the immediate neighbours of 86 Erddig Road since the house became an HMO. On the very few occasions where a call regarding the property has been made, any issues were dealt with quickly, It is interesting that no calls have been received since 2015. No objective evidence was supplied to support the concerns and it rightly did not form any part of the stated reason for the Council’s decision.

The appellant is well aware of the Council’s revised planning guidance. He was disappointed that it was approved apparently without taking any notice of the detailed and carefully arguments and  concerns raised by him during the public consultation. Recent history relating to applications for HMOs in Wrexham shows that there were 12 HMO applications that were supported by the planning officers since the beginning of 2017.

Of these 12, four were granted by the committee, of the remaining eight,  6 were appealed and all were granted on appeal.  Of the remaining two, 1 was not appealed and the remaining 1 is 86 Erddig Road. It is deeply unhelpful to applicants if recently adopted guidance is  gone against so frequently.

There is a strong demand for a vareity of accommodation. In the appellant’s view,  a more varied occupation  will surely enhance its suitability for fitting in with the community.



Conclusion:

The Council has failed to justify for departure from its and the Welsh Government’s policies. The Inspector is asked to allow the appeal.

 R A Dewey BA(Hons) MBA MRTPI.
29 September 2019
Rev 2
The Gables, Llanfynydd  WREXHAM. LL11 5HG
 tel: 01978 761315    (m) 07947 186 777
e mail bobdeweyplanning@gmail.com
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A-Z of Services
‘Accommodation Type by Tenure By Number of Rooms —all rental accommodaion
A B C D E F (includes houses, bungalows, flats, maisonettes and
apartments)
G H I J K L
M N O P O R No 1 2 3
Total_| Carlvan_| _| carivan_| carivan_|
“Total: Number
s T uifviiw x oﬁmmsm 100% | 43.3% 1.9%
1 room 100% | 74.6% 3% [oe%
Y z 2 r00ms. 100% [59% 39% Jo5%
3 r00ms. T00% [592% 32%  [03%
4 rooms T00% [45.9% 83% [06%
Srooms 100% [ 38.7% 130% [10%

6 rooms 100% | 34.9% 17.1% [3%
7 rooms 100% [25.1% 244% |72%
Bormow

100% [203% |aa%  |207% |107%
Source: 2071 Census

The above demonstrates that very few households living in rental
‘accommodation in Wrexham have more than 2 vehicies, with a significant
proportion of households in rental accommodation not having access to a
vehicie or only have 1 vehicie per household. The average number of cars

This map is reproduced from the Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. 100023429. 2009

Decision Notices

The Decision Notice for Planning Applications on which a decision has been made (from 2004) is available to view and print online. Please enter the “Case Number” if known. (See
notes on other ways of searching for an application). Select “Documents” to view the file and select the Decision Notice which is labelled as PLN Decision — Web.

Notes

Please note: If you are making a comment on line please note that this facility will "Timeout/Expire” after approximately 15 minutes.
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