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Dear Sirs, 

 

 

 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

Section 78 Appeal  

Planning Inspectorate reference: H6955/A/17/3167412 

Wrexham County Borough Council planning reference: P/ 2016/ 0533 

Site address: Land North of Cross Lanes roundabout, between Sesswick Way and Bedwell 

Road, Cross Lanes, Wrexham 

Site description: Erection of two broiler chicken rearing buildings (each measuring 101.019m x 

23.365m) and housing up to 40,000 chickens each, to be served by 4 feed bins and a wood chip 

bin, erection of associated control rooms, feed- weighing rooms and mess facilities, construction 

of an agricultural storage building and temporary siting of mobile living accommodation in 

connection with operation of the development  

  

 

 

Sesswick Community Council objects in the strongest possible terms to the above application 

at the suggested site. It is utterly unfitting and insupportable in the given location.  I attach the 

council’s initial response to the consultation, which I understand has been brought to your attention. 

 

The applicant states “the proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of policy EC3 of the 

Wrexham UDP” (APP01, section H). However, in APP08, point 2, it continues “such a policy… 

should have limited bearing when considering the proposed agricultural scheme”. How can one claim 

adherence to a policy, but then contest it should be disregarded? The policy, relating to agricultural 

buildings, clearly states that new isolated buildings “are only permitted if they form part of an existing 

farm complex”. The application is blatantly not compatible with that policy as the site is a green field 

mailto:sesswickcommunitycouncil@outlook.com


 

 

in open countryside. Using the name “Black Rock Farm” would mislead anyone who did not know 

the area, as it suggests the existence of farm enterprise that is just not there. 

 

This council resolutely supports the county- council interpretation of policy EC3 in this 

planning decision. It has been put out to the community for consultation, been democratically 

approved and is the unambiguous yardstick against which applications are to be considered. The 

conjecture in point 3vi in APP08, declaring that “the UDP has been superseded by the Well- Being of 

Future Generations Act 2015 and the Wales Animal Health and Welfare Framework”, is extremely 

objectionable in its insinuation that the county council’s unitary development plan is now obsolete. 

Surely it is not for applicants to decide the rules by which their plans are to be judged, so as to obtain 

the result they desire? Sesswick Way may be the “most suitable” of the plots the applicants visited 

and which was purchased as a result of advice obtained. That certainly does not permit the planning 

regulations being used in such a contrived manner to imply acceptability, as any equitable reading of 

the requirements would find such an application unacceptable. Even if there is a supposed need to 

increase chicken production at a macro- level, one cannot imagine any piece of local or national 

legislation that could be deployed to impose a development such as this, in a setting so unfitting for 

the purpose, and which is devoid of any local support. 

 

The “exceptional circumstances” mentioned in policy EC3 which would permit this 

development have not been evidenced satisfactorily in the appeal files. The conclusion in APP08 is 

extremely generic, referring nebulously to “the countryside” in general and fails to convincingly 

explain the specific new factors which should be taken into account. There is no proven agricultural 

need and it is certainly not demonstrated in any way whatsoever why Sesswick Way is so uniquely 

qualified as the prime location. There are arguably sites available on the nearby Wrexham Industrial 

Estate, merely a couple of miles away from the proposed development, which would be far more 

suitable. These too would be equally well- placed in terms of all the facilities quoted, and with an 

even better road network, with excellent access in and out of Wrexham via the northern and southern 

access link roads. Maybe the applicant should had considered this possibility prior to purchasing the 

land in Cross Lanes. 

 

The statement that “the location is not of high landscape value, and consequently the 

development proposed is not considered to be detrimental to the local environment or the surrounding 

landscape” (APP08; page 2, point 1) is dubious in the extreme. People living in this community would 

contest that the site does have agricultural worth and should be so employed. Its positioning, at the 

entrance to the rural hamlet of Cross Lanes would be an egregious eyesore and within view of several 

homes. A children’s activity centre, accommodating hundreds of primary school pupils each week, is 

due to open next year and will be located just across the road from “Black Rock Farm”. In short, this 

proposal is totally inappropriate for this village location and would have a negative impact on 

residents’ quality of life.  The community of Sesswick is agricultural in nature, with a number of 

traditional family farms. This almost industrial- scale facility would be alien to this backdrop. 

 

This council qualifies the assertion that the highway network is “exceptionally good”. The 

recently- constructed southern access link road to the Wrexham Industrial Estate sees heavy volumes 

of high speed traffic of 60mph+, of which the police are aware. This will undoubtedly increase further 

as the nearby 2,000- men prison is opening. Slow- moving HGVs entering and exiting the proposed 

broiler site would be an undeniable risk to motorists, especially as one assumes most vehicles from 

the complex would be turning right and therefore having to traverse both lanes of the highway. Rush- 

hour is a particularly perilous period, with the potential for queuing traffic at the site entrance 

 

The comment regarding the perceived convenience vis a vis the Maelor Poultry plant is a red- 

herring. The documentation admits this site would need input from another 32 poultry farms of a 

similar size for its operations. As “Black Rock Farm” would therefore only contribute 3% anyway, its 

suggested importance is grossly overstated. 

  



 

 

Page 5 of the APP09 advises “the proposal clearly meets this element of creating and 

maintaining sustainable rural economies”. With only four full- time workers proposed, its contribution 

is negligible and unpersuasive. 

 

Page 7 of APP09 informs “as with any system that relies on mechanical equipment, failures 

are not uncommon and it is essential for someone to be onsite at all times to respond immediately”. 

Such a statement regarding the probability of regular process malfunctioning is most disconcerting. 

One fears what the implications may be in terms of biosecurity, noise levels and odour pollution for 

those living nearby, especially if the issue be difficult to resolve. Should contaminants and toxins seep 

down from the site, there is a real danger that these may find their way to the nearby brook and then 

readily into the river Dee. The effects of such a leak on the environment would be truly chilling 

 

This council therefore continues to firmly believe that this application should not be 

permitted. 

 

 

 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ian Griffiths 

Clerk 

 

 

 




