WREXHAM COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL PLANNING COMMITTEE

MEETING OF 3 APRIL 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
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ITEM 6 – TREE PRESERVATION ORDER – WCBC NO. 261/2016
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Pages 13 – 27
GWE
P/2016/0738
Land East of Bottom Road, Summerhill, Wrexham

SPEAKERS:
AGAINST – Mr Michael Williams (Rep himself and local residents)



FOR – Mr Robert Walker (Representing Agents)
Representations

One further representation received raising points already made in the main report. 

Recommendation

Remains unchanged.

Pages 28 – 32
LLR
P/2016/1012

Llanerch Cottage, Yr Ochr, Froncysyllte, Wrexhamt

SPEAKER:
FOR – Mr Paul Bignell (Applicant)

Pages 36 – 39
WOR
P/2016/1174
Bowling Bank Farm, Mulsford Road, Worthenbury, Wrexham
SPEAKERS:
AGAINST – Mr Graham Atkinson (Objector)



FOR – Mrs Victoria Brownrigg (Applicant)
Representations
One additional objection received on grounds of:-

· Inappropriate location

· Change of use of building likely to be applied for

· Public Right of Way has been diverted over a period of time but recently returned to original and intended layout

Observations
The issues raised are addressed in the main report.  Whilst I have added an additional Note to Application:-

Note to Applicant

This permission does not authorise interference with any Public Right of Way
Pages 55 – 59
GRE
P/2017/0139

Verge at corner of Chester Road and Pant Lane, Gresford, Wrexham

SPEAKER:
FOR – Dominic Needham (Rep. Agent)

Applicant’s Submission

Planning Application Type:  As members will be aware there are various forms of development that do not require a formal planning application in which they are commonly regarded as ‘permitted development’. Permitted development rights are a national grant of planning permission which are subject to conditions and limitations which are embedded within the Order. In a small number of cases, such as telecommunications, it may be necessary to obtain prior approval from the determining body before carrying out permitted development. In this regard the statutory requirements relating to a prior approval application are much less prescriptive than those relating to full planning applications. This is deliberate, as prior approval is a light-touch process which applies where the principle of the development has already been established. Therefore a prior approval application must be determined, a decision made and in receipt by the applicant within 56 days from the date the Local Planning Authority received the prior approval application, otherwise the development can proceed. In this regard it is important that a Local Planning Authority does not impose unnecessarily onerous requirements on developers, and does not seek to replicate the planning application system as ultimately the principle of development is already accepted subject to the prior approval of a mast’s siting and design. 

With regards this particular case it is noted that Part 24 sets the limit of 15m as a mast height that requires prior approval in which should a proposed mast be higher than that it would necessitate the need for a full planning application. In this regard it is clear that the proposed monopole at 14m to top is within this 15m limit, thus it is evident that the operators in this mast share solution are not seeking to utilise their permitted development rights to its full extent. Furthermore it may be of interest to members that within the equivalent English system the limits of permitted development have recently been relaxed in November 2016. There are various forms of telecommunication infrastructure that previously may have required a full planning application, however due to increases in threshold limits certain forms of telecommunication development have been re-categorized as prior approval. Also in England there have been some significant changes whereby some forms of development that might have previously required a full or prior approval application have been changed to permitted development without the need for any formal determination. It is understood that the Welsh Government have taken note of these amendments to permitted development rights and are currently working on their own changes. 

It is also worth reiterating that the proposed equipment cabinets are less than 2.5 metres3 each in which seen on their own merits as single developments they do not require a formal determination as they are permitted development. Nevertheless this element of the scheme has been kept to a minimum and so it is trusted that members of the committee will acknowledge their permitted development status and agree with the planning officer comments as documented in the committee report.

In light of the above it is clarified that a determination is sought as to whether prior approval is required for the siting and appearance of the monopole, in which it is hoped that members will concur with the case officer’s recommendation that prior approval is given.
Social & Economic Benefits:  It is of material consideration that the social and economic benefits of this proposal to the local community should be given significant weight in the determination of this case at planning committee.  As members may be aware the need for greater connectivity across Wales and in the region has been widely publicised in recent times. The Government is fully in support of the rollout of telecommunication infrastructure and have issued various papers (e.g.  as attached Welsh Action Plan, British Infrastructure Group Report - Mobile Coverage: A good call for Britain?, National Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016 – 2021 and many more) which seeks to facilitate this form of development and so improved connectivity. Also with specific regards to this case, it is of note that as attached the North Wales Economic Ambition Board have written in support of Vodafone’s and Telefonica’s efforts to improve coverage and capacity in the region in which Wrexham Council endorse this stance. Indeed members may be aware that there have been media articles about poor service in Wrexham, in which such are the shortfalls in this locality of Marford/Gresford a new base station to serve both Vodafone and Telefonica with 3G and 4G coverage and capacity is required. 

Health:  It is appreciated that some people may have concerns about the potential effects on health from a proposed mast. However, as noted in the committee report, the applicant has provided a certificate to confirm that the proposal has been designed to comply with the guidelines published by the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP). In these circumstances, the Government are clear that health safeguards are not something which a decision-maker should determine and if there is no sufficient evidence to contradict that the ICNIRP guidelines would not be complied with or that a departure from national planning policy would be justified, then health concerns are not an issue nor should they be given material weight.
Recommendation
No change.

Pages 73 – 77
WRO
HEP/29/17

36 Trem YR Eglwys, Wrexham

SPEAKER:
AGAINST - Mr McNeal

ALL OTHER ITEMS WILL BE TAKEN IN THE ORDER SHOWN ON THE ORIGINAL SHOWN ON THE AGENDA

Pages 33 – 35
ROS
P/2016/1157
Submission

One additional bollard has been added to the scheme.  (Four bollards in total are provided). 

Representations
Additional letter of objection on the basis the number of bollards across the frontage will be insufficient to prevent parking on the front and additional bollards should be provided.  Cars will park on the pavement which will be dangerous with passing pedestrians. 
Observations
I am satisfied that the additional bollard will have no significant impact on the character of the Conservation Area. 
A car park is available for parking for people using the ATM.  Regardless of the number of bollards it is difficult to prevent vehicles from parking indiscriminately.

Recommendation
My recommendation remains as the main report.

Pages 49 – 54
COE
P/2017/0131

Representations

One further neighbour response received suggesting that it would be prudent to request that, as the gable end of the extension is close to the boundary with the neighbouring property, a 1 metre gap is retained for future maintenance.

Observations
Shown on the submitted site layout plan is a 0.5 metre gap between the gable end of the extension and the site boundary.  Whilst Local Planning Guidance Note 20 House Extensions recommends a distance of 1m is left between the extension and the side boundary to allow for maintenance and access, I would not recommend refusal of planning permission on the basis of this alone.
An appropriate advisory note is already included in my report addressing matters relating to the Party Wall Act.

Recommendation
No change
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