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WREXHAM COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL  
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

MEETING OF 2 OCTOBER 2017 
 

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING 
 

ADDENDUM 
 
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. 
 
ITEM 4 – DEVELOPMENT CONTROL APPLICATIONS 
 

Page  
Nos 

 

Community Planning  
Ref  

Speaker 
Against 

Speaker  
For 

26 – 36 BRY P/2017/0319 √  
43 – 47 MIN P/2017/0643  √ 
52 – 56 WRO P/2017/0674 √ √ 

 
ITEM 6 – TREE PRESERVATION ORDER – WCBC NO. 267/2017 
 

Page  
Nos 

 

Community Report No  Speaker 
Against 

Speaker  
For 

89 – 91 WRA HEP/77/17 √  
 
Pages 26 – 36 BRY P/2017/0319 
 
English Methodist Chapel, High Street, Brymbo, Wrexham 
SPEAKER: AGAINST – LINDA WHEAT (NEIGHBOUR) 
 
Consultations 
 
Education - confirmed that there is a shortfall in primary and secondary 
education provision in the locality.  In accordance with the provisions of UDP 
policy GDP2 and Local Planning Guidance Note 27 - Developer Contributions to 
Schools a planning obligation will be required in order to offset the impact of this 
proposed development against this identified shortfall in provision.  This is 
reflected in my recommendation. 
 
The following responses have been received as a result of the re-consultation 
process on receipt of the amended plans: - 
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Cllr Paul Rogers (Local Member) – comments as follows: 
 
Whilst this site has been vacant for some time and that there has been significant 
deterioration in recent years, there are concerns that this development 
represents an overdevelopment of the site with insufficient parking for the 
number of units. The occupant of adjacent property has also expressed concerns 
about the over dominance of the replacement building and members may benefit 
from a site visit to consider these issues. 
 
It is disappointing that this development does not incorporate the original stone 
building which has previously recognised as being of historic local interest 
however if members are minded to support this application them I would ask that 
appropriate conditions to cover the following are including - 
 
1. The existing stonework is reused within the development; 
2. Any facings, materials or render should reflect the character of the surrounding 
properties; 
3. Railings should be installed at an appropriate height between the footway and 
car park area; 
4. Any windows overlooking and impacting upon the privacy of 1 Gwalia should 
be obscurely glazed. 
 
Capel – objection still stands. 
 
Highways – no objection subject to conditions to ensure visibility and adequate 
parking provision.   
 
Natural Resources Wales – would like to clarify that they would not object if the 
applicant confirms that the foul drainage will be connected to the mains sewer or 
otherwise demonstrate why this is not feasible.  This is contrary to the ‘no 
objection’ as shown in the main report. 
 
One further neighbour representation received raising issues substantially 
recounted in the main report.  Additional points are summarised as follows: 
 

- The application is still described as ‘affordable housing’ when the Officers 
report says it is not; 

- A condition should be imposed to prevent overlooking into the 
neighbouring garden area (1 Gwalia); and 

- To use the argument that the site currently has no parking provision to 
justify a proposed reduced parking provision is ridiculous.  The chapel was 
built in a time when there was no need for parking. 

  
Observations 
 
My recommendation has been changed to reflect the requirement for a planning 
obligation and also minor alterations to existing conditions to reflect the nature of 
consultation responses and the comments of the Local Member.  
 
I have added a condition to secure a means of enclosure between the back of 
the proposed footway and the surface of the proposed car parking area. 
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The applicant’s plan shows the intention to reuse the stone reclaimed from the 
demolition of the existing building to build the front gable elevation of the 
proposed building.  A condition forms part of the recommendation to secure 
further approval of all external facing materials.  
 
I am also satisfied that NRW’s comments have been satisfactorily addressed by 
the imposition of a planning condition to ensure confirmation of the method of 
foul drainage.  I have no reason to believe that drainage from the proposed 
development could not be accommodated in the existing foul drainage network.  
Welsh Water has not responded to either consultation. 
 
In terms of comparing the proposed parking provision against the current 
demand, this comparison has been drawn based on visitors that could use the 
existing lawful D1 use of the building now, not when the building was constructed 
in the 1800s. 
 
Other matters raised have substantially been addressed in the body of the main 
report. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Amend recommendation as follows: 
 
RECOMMENDATION A 
 
That the Council enters into an obligation under Section 106 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 requiring the provision of a financial contribution 
towards a identified shortfall in primary and secondary education provision in the 
locality.  The final form and amount shall be determined by the Head of 
Environment and Planning. 
 
RECOMMENDATION B 
 
That if the Obligation pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990, as detailed above, is not completed within six months of the date of the 
Committee resolution, the Head of Community Wellbeing and Development be 
given delegated authority to REFUSE planning permission for the following 
reasons:- 
 
• The proposal would not make adequate provision to offset its impact upon a 
shortfall in education infrastructure in the locality.  To allow the development 
would be contrary to policy GDP2 of the Wrexham Unitary Development Plan. 
 
That the Head of Community Wellbeing and Development is given delegated 
authority to determine the final form and content of reasons for refusal. 
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RECOMMENDATION C 
 
Subject to the completion of the S106 obligation, planning permission be 
GRANTED subject to the conditions contained in the main report save for the 
following amendments and additions:- 
 
Amend condition 12. 
 
12. Prior to first use of the development hereby approved the vehicular access 
shall provide visibility splays of 2.4 metres x 33 metres to the south measured to 
the nearside edge of the adjoining highway, and 2.4 metres x 33 metres to the 
north measured to the centreline of the adjoining highway. Within these splays 
there shall be no obstruction in excess of 1 metre in height above the level of the 
adjoining highway.  The splays shall thereafter be permanently retained clear of 
any such obstruction to visibility. 
Reason: To ensure that adequate visibility is provided at the proposed point of 
access to the highway.  
 
Add conditions: 
 
16. No private surface water run off shall be permitted to flow from the 
development site onto the adjoining highway.  An Aco drain or similar shall be 
provided across the approved access to intercept any such run off prior to first 
use of the development. 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety. 
 
17. Prior to the first use of the development hereby approved, a means of 
enclosure shall be erected along the site frontage between the points marked A 
to B and C to D of the approved plan numbered 16-08-101 Rev P6 and 16-08-
102 Rev P8 in accordance with a design which has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The enclosure as built shall 
be retained thereafter. 
R: In the interests of ensuring that the parking provision is segregated from the 
pedestrian provision to protect public safety. 
 
18. Prior to first use of the vehicular access hereby approved, the access shall 
be surfaced with hard bound materials (e.g. bituminous macadam) for a 
minimum distance of 5 metres behind the adjoining highway. 
Reason: To ensure that no deleterious material is carried onto the highway, in 
the interests of highway safety. 
 
19. There shall be no gates or other means of enclosure across the vehicular 
access point within 5 metres of the highway boundary.  
Reason: In the interest of the free and safe movement of traffic on the adjacent 
highway and to ensure the formation of a safe and satisfactory access. 
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Pages 43 – 47 MIN P/2017/0643 
 
Gwynfryn Chapel, Allt y Pentref, Gwynfryn, Wrexham 
SPEAKER: FOR – ROSS VALENTINE (APPLICANT) 
 
Representations  
 
2 no. representations received 29.09.2017 – Supporting the proposal.  
Comments made include the decking provides a safe place for the applicants 
children to play, there is no additional height being added to the decking 
therefore resulting in no change in view to the neighbours rear garden area, no 
impact to the area visually.   
 
Applicant’s Submission   
 
Supporting document titled ‘Mitigating Points to Committee Report Findings’ 
dated 28.09.2017.  This is available to view on the website.   
 
Observations    
 
The following observations are made to address the above submitted supporting 
document:- 
 
Page 4 – Figures 1 and 2 within the Supporting Document 
 
When viewed from ground level of the application site, a 2m high boundary 
treatment could be constructed along the rear and side boundaries of the 
property, under the applicants permitted development rights, which is considered 
would screen the majority of the rear amenity area of the neighbouring property 
to the south.   
 
Further, if a boundary treatment lower in height was proposed (e.g a 1.5m high 
screen, as is currently proposed), this is considered would still go some way to 
screening the rear amenity area of the neighbouring property to the south from 
the application site.  This is because the resultant amenity space would be at a 
significantly lower height and would be more comparable to the ground level of 
the neighbouring property, than what is currently proposed.     
 
The proposed raised decking area would result in elevated views into the rear 
amenity area of the neighbouring property to the south.  In my opinion this would 
worsen the level of overlooking referred to by the applicant on page 4.   
 
Page 5 – Figures 4 and 5 within the Supporting Document 
 
The proposal would be lower in height than the patio area serving the 
neighbouring property Dannedd Y Gwynt, however this is as a result in 
difference of topography between both properties.  
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Views into the south western rear amenity area from the patio area of Dannedd 
Y Gwynt are obscured by conifer trees which line the boundary between both 
properties.   
 
Some views into the south eastern rear amenity area of the neighbouring 
property from Dannedd Y Gwynt are achievable, however this area of garden 
slopes steeply downwards and is not considered to be overly useable. 
 
 Pages 4 – 10 – Figures 4 - 12 within the Supporting Document 
 
The applicant has provided images/photographs showing a mock-up and 
approximate siting/scale/layout of the decking and its accompanying screen.   
 
These have not been drawn to scale, therefore the position and height of the 
screen demonstrated on these documents are approximate only and cannot be 
relied upon to adequately represent the decking and accompanying screen.  
 
Recommendation 
 
Remains unchanged 
 
Pages 52 – 56 WRO P/2017/0674 
 
61 Regent Street, Wrexham 
SPEAKER: AGAINST – JOANNA KINCH (NEIGHBOUR) 
  FOR – ROGER JESSON (REPRESENTING APPLICANT) 
 
Representations 
 
Cllr Phil Wynn (Local Member) – comments as follows 
 
I. The property is located in the Grosvenor Rd Conservation Area on a main 
arterial road into Wrexham and will in my opinion do nothing to compliment the 
aspirations of the Conservation Area as it will result in a potential domino affect 
whereby a well-established row of commercial properties will in time become low 
cost residential accommodation.  
  
2. Having viewed a car parked immediately to the rear of the property it is my 
belief that two cars parked in this location will leave minimal width for the five 
occupants to exit the rear door to the property when needing to gain access to 
the communal waste bins or cycle storage facility. 
  
3. The only amenity space connected to the property is to the front, which has 
the potential to be used as a seated area for the five occupants and their visitors. 
This would be in full view of visitors to the town-centre travelling along Mold Rd 
and has the potential to create a noise disturbance for the businesses that trade 
from the adjacent properties. 
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4. There is inadequate space to the rear of the property to provide a clothes 
drying area so this could only occur at the front of the premises which I would 
argue is not conducive to maintaining a vibrant row of commercial properties. 
  
5. The property was bought by the current owner as commercial premises and as 
such should not seek to undermine the appearance of the row of commercial 
properties just because a HMO use would maximise the market value for himself. 
  
6. The current rear detached car-park when in full use would result in two 
vehicles being blocked in by a further two vehicles parked immediately behind 
them. This arrangement, whilst acceptable when operated by co-workers from 
the premises, does not work for five unrelated occupants who may well work 
shifts. This has the potential to create disputes amongst the occupants. 
  
7. The internal layout of the proposed HMO will operate at the low rent end of the 
market as the toilet/wash facilities are communal in nature and located on the 
ground floor rather on the first floor, which would better serve the occupants. This 
I appreciate would compromise the profitability of the proposed development. 
 
8. I question whether the proposed layout would meet with building regulations 
as the only door exit from the communal room is via the communal kitchen. 
  
This planning application is clearly motivated by profit rather than the desire to 
provide low-cost accommodation and will do nothing to enhance the reputation of 
our town-centre, the well-being of the occupants or the businesses occupying the 
neighbouring commercial properties and should therefore be recommended for 
refusal. 
 
Comments received from 10 signatories from adjoining business/commercial 
users within the row of properties off Regent Street:- 
 

 Object on the basis of the negative impact on the appearance of the 
building which is set  

 Within the Conservation Area whilst residential development in a 
prominent professional/ 

 Commercial office area would be incongruous and could cause a domino 
effect detrimental to amenity. 

 Negative impact upon the occupiers of 59-65 on the basis of impacting on 
Rights of Way/service Lane and encroachment. 

 Parking spaces are insufficient in size to meet LPG requirements and the 
space to the rear is also substandard to meet amenity purposes.   

 
Observations 
 
I would make the following comments on the above concerns. 

 Improvements to the site frontage will enhance the individual property and 
the overall impact on the row of properties and the Conservation Area in 
general.  
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 With regards to amenity concerns, I have requested that the applicant 
delete one of the parking spaces immediately to the rear of the property 
which would provide an increased space for amenity, bin storage, cycles 
and drying. 

 I cannot control the use of the area to the front of the building but 
increased amenity space to the rear will be beneficial to the residents and 
adjoining residents and ease of access. 

 With regard to parking to the rear spaces have been allocated for future 
residents. Whilst the car park will be congested the issue of managing the 
car park will be the joint responsibility of occupiers of the adjoining 
properties. From a safety perspective the car park does not access onto 
Regent Street directly. 

 The internal layout will be subject of a licence required by Public 
Protection with a Building Regulations application also required  

 I cannot anticipate what applications may be submitted in the future with 
applications dealt with on their own merits. 

 I am awaiting an amended plan to increase the amenity space to the rear 
of the building by deleting a parking space.    

 
The applicant has submitted a revised plan to delete one of the parking spaces 
to the rear of the property.  This enables an increased amenity area and provides 
a 90mm walkway for ease of access to the building.  Parking provision is still in 
excess of what is required. 
 
I am amending Condition 3 to reflect the above alteration – approved drawing is 
now 775/L (9) 01 
 
I have also added an additional 2 planning conditions: 
 
Condition 6 - The area to the front of the property shall not be used for storage of 
bins or any ancillary use related to the HMO 
 
Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the Conservation Area. 
 
Condition 7 – Details of all new door furniture shall be submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Works shall be carried out strictly in 
accordance with details as are approved. 
 
Reason – In the interests of the character of the Conservation Area. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Remains unchanged. 
 
Pages 89 – 91 WRO HEP/77/17 
 
164 Chester Road, Wrexham,  
SPEAKER: AGAINST - Mr Guy Bell 
________________________________________________________________ 
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ALL OTHER ITEMS WILL BE TAKEN IN THE ORDER SHOWN IN THE 
ORIGINAL AGENDA 

 
 
Pages 37 – 42 WRO P/2017/0523 
 
Consultations 
 
Amended elevations have been submitted to increase detail to the rear 
elevations with limited additional render sections and courses of an alternative 
brick to create more interest to the elevations to address the Local Member’s 
concerns. 
 
Observations 
 
I am satisfied the amended elevational drawings are acceptable and will improve 
the design of the rear elevations. 
 
A Section 106 Obligation requiring education payments was attached to the 
outline planning permission P/2016/0023 and will be required prior to 
commencement of works on site. 
 
I have attached additional notes to applicant: 
 
The Aco drains indicated on the submitted layout plan shall be installed in private 
land at the back of the footway. 
 
With regard to Condition No. 17 the p proposed highway works should be 
constructed to a standard suitable for adoption by the Council for future 
maintenance at the public expense and the developer will need to enter 
into an agreement with the Council under s.278 of the Highways Act 1980. 
 
You are advised that the Highway Authority will require such works to be 
completed to their satisfaction before they will formally adopt the relevant 
Highway works for public use and to be maintained at public expense. This 
will include the provision of a bond to cover the estimated value of such 
works. 
 
The appropriate fees will become due to the Council when the Highways 
Authority approve the proposed works to be carried out. 
 
The applicant will need to contact our Street Lighting Section (contact Paul 
Rogers on Tel: 01978 729673) to discuss their requirements and any 
modifications I upgrade to the existing street lighting. 
 
 
The proposed signage ("no entry" and "no right turn") will require a Traffic 
Regulation Order which will need to be funded by the applicant. I would 
recommend that the applicant liaises with our Traffic Engineer- Darren 
Green on Tel: 01978 729643 to discuss I arrange. These signs will need to 
be located to the back of the adopted footway in a position that will not 
interfere with vehicular movements. 



10 
 

 
Given the existing parking issues relating to the nearby hospital, the 
proposed layby arrangement may experience some indiscriminate parking 
issues. I would recommend that the applicant liaises with our Traffic 
Engineer- Darren Green on Tel: 01978 729643 to discuss the possibility 
of a Traffic Regulation Order within the layby. Any proposed TRO would 
need to be funded by the developer. 
 
The proposed extension to the existing refuge island can be included 
within the required s.278 works. 
 
The proposed in I out layby access arrangement shall be constructed prior to 
the commencement of any other construction works (i.e. dwellings) on the 
site in order to serve as a temporary construction access during the 
construction phase. These works shall also include the extension of the  
existing refuge island and any required signage (i.e. no entry & no right 
turn). 
 
In order to carry out these works, the developer will need to enter into an 
agreement with the Council under s.278 of the Highways Act 1980. A 
statement to this effect shall be included in a revised CTMP. 
 
I would recommend that an amended "Temporary Construction Access 
Arrangement Plan" is submitted and included within a revised CTMP. Details 
of an appropriate parking area for contractor vehicles and turning area for 
delivery vehicles within the curtilage of the site shall be included. 
 
Any required Traffic Management Arrangements required during the 
construction phase shall be discussed I agreed with the WCBC Traffic I 
Street works Section. The developer shall contact either Dave Hesketh (Tel: 
01978 729644) or Darren Green (Tel: 01978 729643) to discuss. A 
statement to this effect shall be included in a revised CTMP. 
 
The applicant's attention should be drawn to item nos. 1, 3, 4 & 5 of the 
supplementary 
 
Recommendation 
 
With the additions of the Notes above remains unchanged. 

 

Pages 68 – 73 WRO P/2017/0736 

 
Representations 
 
Cllr R A Jenkins (Local Member) comments as follows:- 
 
Many residents in my Ward have expressed their serious concerns to me 
regarding the proposed loss of yet another family residence in the area into an 
HMO. Some have already written in to you to express their opposition to the 
application to convert no 45 Alexandra Road into an HMO, as have Offa 
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Community Council and the Victoria Park Residents Association and I fully 
support their concerns and opposition to the proposed conversion. Others share 
these concerns, but have been waiting for formal clarification of the details of the 
proposals before submitting their comments. 
 
The current application does not fully and accurately describe the 
proposals and needs to be amended before there can be a full 
consultation. 
 
The Notification Letter sent out on 4th September described the application as 
“Conversion from dwelling to four bedroomed HMO”, but it was not clear from the 
application form or from the plans as to whether this was a C4 application, 
intending to house one person in each of the four rooms, or whether the rooms  
would be double rooms, housing a total of eight persons, and therefore a “sui 
generis” application. The Case Officer confirmed with the applicant that there 
would be “one occupant per room” making it a C4 application, but the application 
has not been amended to reflect this. It is normal procedure where an application 
description has been found to be incomplete or inaccurate for the applicant to 
submit an amended application, and for a new notification letter to be sent out 
giving the full and accurate description of the proposals for consultation. This 
was not done in this case. 
 
The Report to Planning Committee was written and sent out on the agenda 
of the October Planning Committee before the end of the statutory 
consultation period 
 
The Agenda and reports for the Planning Meeting on October 2nd were sent out 
on Friday, September 22nd, and surprisingly and unexpectedly included this 
report on this application recommending its Approval. All of this had been done 
before the end of the formal 21 day consultation period, so that not all the 
views of local residents had been taken into account in reaching the 
recommendation. Further, much of the argument in the report is based on 
possible changes to HMO and Parking Standards Local Planning Guidance 
Notes (LPGN 5 and 16) yet to be considered or approved by the Council or by 
Planning Committee. This is quite unacceptable.  Although in the body of the 
report there is reference to “C4” and “one person per room” there is no reference 
to this in the “description” at the head of the report, or in the proposed conditions. 
As this is the information that would be sent to the applicant in an eventual 
decision notice, it would be impossible for enforcement action to be taken, if it 
were found later that more than four persons were housed in the conversion. 
 
This application should not have been placed on the Committee Agenda 
before the end of the formal consultation period, and needs to be deferred 
for full consultation based on the accurate description of the proposal. 
 
Looking at this as a C4 HMO application to house four residents, I would make 
the following points: 
 
I believe that the application should be recommended for refusal for the 
following reasons: 
 
1: There is already a significant and over concentration of this type of 
housing in the immediate locality 
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Applications for sub division of residential properties into HMOs have to be 
judged against Policy H4 which states that they will not be allowed if there is “a 
significant and over concentration of this type of use in the immediate locality ‐ to 
the detriment of crime levels (certainly antisocial behaviour), the social fabric of 
the area, and the amenity of existing residents”. 
 
Figures quoted in the draft amended LPGN show that there are 122 multi-person 
household properties in the Offa Ward, amounting to 11% of the housing stock in 
the Ward, and above the 10% level considered by Welsh Government ” to be the  
triggering point above which concerns about the impact of HMOs tend to 
increase.” These are distributed throughout the Ward, but with greater 
concentrations in some parts than others. Many such properties are exempted 
from Licensing, and others are under review or renegotiation and some operate 
“under the radar” and do not appear on the Council’s published list of licensed 
HMOs. Of 85 registered Licensed HMOs in the Ward earlier this year, 57 were in 
the area around Bersham Road, a cohesive residential area of some 300 houses 
within the Ward ‐ so approaching 20% of the total stock. Planning has access to 
the database of all HMOs, but this is not a public document, and is not available 
to me as Local Member, so I do not have a breakdown of the current numbers by 
Street. I have no doubt that If all the “multi person dwellings” were included, the 
percentage would be greater than 20% in this part of the ward ‐	certainly creating 
“a significant or over concentration of this type of use in the immediate locality”. 
 
2: Creating significant and unacceptable change to the local residential 
neighbourhood 
 
The Private Rented Sector provides a significant and welcome contribution 
towards overcoming pressures for housing, and HMOs are an essential part of 
the provision. However, over recent years, this local area has been plagued by a 
number of problem HMOs which have been approved in unsuitable types of 
properties, or in unsuitable locations, and which have resulted in frequent 
incidents of antisocial behaviour, noise and disturbance and drug issues in the 
neighbourhood, frequently extending through the night. 
 
This has caused considerable upset and disturbance, destroying the amenity 
and quality of life for local residents not just in the immediate adjoining area, but 
also in the wider area too. Some of the conversions have been of low quality too. 
The resulting significant and unacceptable change to the nature of the area 
makes many residents feel uneasy about living in the neighbourhood where they 
and their families had previously been settled and safe. Many are now selling up 
and leaving after many enjoyable decades in the locality, and the integrity of the 
local community is in severe decline as a result. 
 
Converting terraced properties into HMOs creates living rooms in rooms which 
had previously been bedrooms at first floor level, creating noise and disturbance 
to residents in the adjoining bedrooms of the remaining family homes in the 
terrace. Some of these HMOs because of the nature of the tenants they house 
cannot be integrated into close residential neighbourhoods, especially in areas 
such as this where the majority of properties are small terraced houses, and 
impact unacceptably on their neighbours. The wellbeing of the longstanding local 
community needs to be balanced against the wellbeing of those who require 
good quality low cost housing when making planning decisions. 
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3: Encroachment into a further part of the Ward 
 
The application refers to this property as an “empty derelict property”. Until the 
death of the elderly resident in March of this year, this property had been a well 
maintained family home typical of most in this limb of Alexandra Road, one of the 
few remaining lengths of street in the ward with no HMOs. Granting approval for  
this property could bring about changes which would further destabilise what has 
been for generations a very close community. 
 
4: Parking 
 
The existing property has no off street car parking provision ‐ there is only a 
narrow pathway to the left of the property leading to the triangular area to the 
rear of Empress Road houses, but there is no vehicular access to this area. The 
plans suggest a better quality of HMO for four residents. An increasing number of 
such properties in and around the town centre now house Contractors working in 
Wrexham during the week, who have vans or lorries or cars which they need to 
park nearby at night, and which with no dedicated off street parking have to 
compete for the limited on‐street spaces available in the area. Highways again 
find themselves in a difficult position, as a three bedroomed house would be 
assumed to provide three parking places, and the present policy for an HMO of 
one parking space for every two bedroom spaces would suggest a reduction in 
the parking problem. The Inspector in the 62 Alexandra Road HMO appeal 
acknowledged that car ownership for a C4 HMO with separate occupiers had the 
potential to be higher than the original three bedroomed C3 use, and this view 
needs to be taken into account in the review of our Parking Standards policy.  In 
addition to this, the previous resident did not have a car, so the proposed use 
would in practical terms result in the need to find spaces for an additional four 
vehicles in the street. 
 
5: Waste Collection and Recycling, and Cycle Storage 
 
It is acknowledged that single residents in HMOs generally generate a greater 
amount of waste through their separate life styles than a family of four living in 
the same accommodation, and that they are less likely to recycle their waste. It is 
essential that adequate provision is made for recycled and general waste to be 
collected on a regular basis. There is also need for secure bicycle storage 
spaces to be provided in accordance with the Planning Guidance Note. 
 
For the above reasons, approval of the submitted plans would add to the 
considerable problems already experienced in the surrounding area. The 
proposal would result in a further increase “in the over concentration of 
Houses in Multiple Occupation” in the immediate locality ‐ “to the 
detriment of crime levels (certainly antisocial behaviour), the social fabric 
of the area, and the amenity of existing residents”. The application needs 
to be recommended for REFUSAL for the above reasons. 
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Number 45 
 
1 additional objection letter expressing the following concerns: 
 

i. Parking problems in the street; 
ii. Landlord does not provide blinds to tenants leave curtains closed all day; 
iii. Gardens overgrown; 
iv. The area behind no.45 called the Big Backs was a drying area and 

communal space for 45, 47, 49 and 51 Alexandra Road and houses in 
Empress Road but now it is totally overgrown since all these houses 
became rented; 

v. Landlord need to take more responsibility for their properties.   
 
3 electronic responses received expressing the following concerns: 
 

I. Lack of parking in the street to cater for the additional residents; 
II. Concerns in relation to the future management of the property; 
III. Late night anti-social behaviour; 
IV. Safety of local residents including lone females and those who are autistic 

and suffer from ADHD; 
V. Loss of properties for family occupation; 

VI. The applicant describes the property as derelict; this is not the case.   
 

No 45 
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Observations 
 
The Council are statutorily required to determine applications within 8 weeks.  
The consultation period expired on 25th September 2017 and therefore any 
decision made will be well after the end of the statutory consultation period.  
There is no justified planning reason to defer consideration of this proposal. 
 
There was no reason to re-notify as there have been no amendments.  The 
proposal is for 4 occupants in total and therefore falls within Use Class C4.  The 
description of development provided by the applicant is therefore correct. 
 
The application has been considered with regards to Policy H4 and consistent 
with our approach to similar applications elsewhere in the town centre.  The 
planning issues raised by the Local Member are addressed within the main 
report.  
 
Observations made in relation to the lack of adequate parking and the loss of 
family homes are addressed in the main agenda report.  The other matters are 
outside of the scope of planning control. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Remains unchanged 
 


